
From: Robert Puglisi
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Fwd: Eve Samples: Smart-growth group lodges objection to All Aboard Florida - TC Palm
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 3:16:32 PM

Begin forwarded message:

From: Robert Puglisi <bpuglisi511@yahoo.com>
Date: December 3, 2014, 3:13:38 PM EST
To: AAF <info@AllAboardFlorida.com>
Subject: Eve Samples: Smart-growth group lodges objection to All Aboard
 Florida - TC Palm

http://www.tcpalm.com/news/local-news/martin-county/eve-samples-
smartgrowth-group-lodges-objection-to-all-aboard-florida_91433631
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From: Edna Joyce
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Fwd: Failure Notice
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 12:27:15 PM

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: MAILER-DAEMON@yahoo.com
Date: December 3, 2014 at 11:55:46 AM EST
To: nedjoyce36@yahoo.com
Subject: Failure Notice

Sorry, we were unable to deliver your message to the following address.
<AAF-comments@vhb.com>:
Remote host said:
550 5.4.1 [AAF-comments@vhb.com]: Recipient address rejected: Access denied
[RCPT_TO]
--- Below this line is a copy of the message.
Received: from [98.138.226.176] by nm8.bullet.mail.ne1.yahoo.com with
 NNFMP; 03 Dec 2014 16:55:40 -0000
Received: from [98.138.104.115] by tm11.bullet.mail.ne1.yahoo.com with
 NNFMP; 03 Dec 2014 16:55:40 -0000
Received: from [127.0.0.1] by smtp224.mail.ne1.yahoo.com with NNFMP; 03
 Dec 2014 16:55:40 -0000
X-Yahoo-Newman-Id: 537572.92489.bm@smtp224.mail.ne1.yahoo.com
X-Yahoo-Newman-Property: ymail-3
X-YMail-OSG:
 UV_WK3kVM1noUadIDgmTL_PmDLgrmIvlicN_EwTfvaYkYwh
7CIgBhuyEOYRnAC6BYsG8AcVY_LPPgjteVTl5uFHAsKAdYnww.q5IuqhE3TQ

5xz1uCGxDvsswwIHlnKFW_WECgoxCKYpnaRdyBtILRSahbYbhoiW8MVR7pEP

LQuifGiKWREaaSRNvdvUvBMz_AqYg3T_UHv9Ey3o1z56CHvwvgp.Xiytzkva

PZFcw63xuJ9GG2PdyB8B7IhddlmaFu4xR2ic5w9uT_wxv1PnAVyuXQ386fKw
B0OlvA8.jB6WtNtYj_EweCbSz_zUpot1KG6AMWIvJmnBw3VEQu.Qio0TWGf5

w.mI0LiCErRSgBPPlTNrr1dMwQvqqswNJlXEjt9ciSqC0MP.c5y0fDUqb8E4
7o3WMvuD8rUzykXCouu1Mp37ANb75MoZkk_Jg4woDKf5T8Yd0lf4Z1xev9Ix
8JMwdDvp0QXWduFbP9Tuk95gW9DE1VLPXrBAOEqpbITS4zfeaDlQfvJ192VZ

vUAp67TqKySnfaUStvmhVXv7Fdeb9PW8gTHnPAo6x
X-Yahoo-SMTP: B3eHBVKswBDupfvlzZk7L2Z1S5BcYHE-
Subject: All Aboard Florida
From: Edna Joyce <nedjoyce36@yahoo.com>
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Content-Type: text/plain;
   charset=us-ascii
X-Mailer: iPad Mail (11B511)
Message-Id: <F8F986DE-F159-4662-A071-1EB7B4B1B9CA@yahoo.com>
Date: Wed, 3 Dec 2014 11:55:36 -0500
To: "AAF-comments@vhb.com" <AAF-comments@vhb.com>
Content-Transfer-Encoding: quoted-printable
Mime-Version: 1.0 (1.0)
I am against All aboard Florida.  We don't need a train going through our to=
wns which will tie up traffic and cause noise pollution.  It is as usual mak=
ing money for a select few and taking money from the average taxpayer.
Thank you,
Ned Joyce
Sent from my iPad=
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From: Karen Sattler
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Fwd: Florida All Aboard
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 7:29:03 PM

Dear Sirs,

I presently live on North Hutchinson Island in St Lucie county.

I have been following the progress on the attempt to bring high speed rail through the Treasure Cost.  I
 see this being proposed without adequate consideration for the residents of the treasure coast.  Across
 the country living adjacent to a busy rail service is not considered desirable. 

In our case, being next to the rails has not been a huge burden, but is still an inconvenience and more
 than a little dangerous with the large number of on grade crossings in fairly remote areas.  The level of
 increased traffic being proposed will increase the inconvenience to an unbearable level.  From a few
 trains spaced fairly widely during the day to a possible 32 passenger and a large increase in the number
 and length of freight trains, the danger will increase dramatically.  The on-grade crossings and the
 unprotected rail side in remote areas will be immensely dangerous to both travelers and to local people
 including children and domestic animals.  

Many of the areas in question have rails in very close proximity to houses and businesses.  The
 frequency of these trains and their inherent disruption to daily life will encourage people to take a chance
 at crossings which are not adequately protected.  The constant vibrations from all of these trains will
 cause damage to structures and to infra-structures in all areas.  The environmental damage to this very
 fragile area is not being addressed adequately.

The loss of local business hours due to the number and duration of gate closings will cost millions of
 dollars each and every year.  Many businesses in this area of the state are already surviving with very
 small profit margins.  The road traffic situation will result in delays at crossings of two to three times the
 actual length of time the crossing is closed.  Shutting down downtown areas and the resulting traffic
 congestion and delay will multiply the loss to business in almost the entire treasure coast corridor.  We
 cannot afford this; as the economy improves we must do what is necessary to make the treasure coast a
 more desirable place to live, both for young and old.

The information being provided by DEIS does not address the safety aspects and the environmental
 impact in a way that brings comfort to those who will be most heavily impacted.  The environmental
 impact has not been addressed to the satisfaction of anyone with any knowledge of the area.  The reality
 of the impending situation is being glossed over by DEIS.  Our tolerance for trusting has been stretched
 way too far by our State and Federal government lately.  If DEIS cannot answer and address all of the
 questions before approval we must not let this go forward.

After all of the above, maybe we should consider the advantages to the Treasure Coast.  Oh, gee, there
 are none.  There is not even a hint of the possibility that it would make it easier for any of us to get to
 Mimi or Orlando, and that is for the very few who would want to go to Miami.

AAF is an effort to provide a passenger rail service between two regions of Florida which will have a very
 limited number of travelers and with a zero chance of ever making any money.  There is not a single
 passenger service in the US [maybe the world] which is self supporting---why should we believe that
 there is any reason that we should reduce our quality of life and provide public monetary support for this
 endeavor?

Revise the plan toward the use of the existing rail lines to the west of our area and you will probably turn
 the tide of public opinion your way.

mailto:kmsattler@gmail.com
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Wayne Diestler
5167 N. Highway A1A
Fort Pierce, Florida  34949

-- 
Karen Sattler
6240 East Forest Lake Road
Land O' Lakes 
Wisconsin, 54540
kmsattler@gmail.com
Home Phone: 715-547-1142
Cell:  715-617-2242

mailto:kmsattler@gmail.com


From: James Bolander
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Fwd: Getting railroaded
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 8:10:54 AM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: James Bolander <jbolander1026@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Nov 30, 2014 at 4:26 PM
Subject: Getting railroaded
To: aafcomments@vhb.com

I will not attempt to reiterate the many concerns about AAF enumerated eloquently and in
 detail in many other responses you have received.  I agree with all of them.

I will only add that I am disgusted by your lack of concern for the welfare of citizens who will
 not directly impact your bottom line (i.e., the residents of Florida's Treasure Coast).  I know
 you want to bury your heads and assume we will merely shut up and go away. Unfortunately
 for AAF, we will not.  

I believe, along with thousands of other area residents, that AAF's proposed passenger rail
 service, along with the increase in freight trains over the next few years, will permanently
 damage our communities.

The only solution that will save our cities and allow you to pursue your agendas is to route
 trains further west, away from populated areas.  That, of course, would drain excess profits
 from your greedy pockets.

It's probably too much to hope you would settle for honest business and reasonable profits, so
 I'll wish for you to lose this battle and go elsewhere. Or just go away.

Sincerely,

James Bolander, MD

mailto:jbolander1026@gmail.com
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From: BUCKZAN@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Fwd: High Speed Railroad
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 8:00:45 AM

 
 


From: BUCKZAN@aol.com
To: AAFcomments@vhb.com
Sent: 12/1/2014 3:20:16 P.M. Eastern Standard Time
Subj: Fwd: High Speed Railroad
 
Mr. Winkle,
    The high speed train as it is proposed will be going  through Vero Beach and it is not what I
 and many of my neighbors feel is the right thing to do to help this area. It is another proposed fix
 that may look like the fastest and cheapest way to go - but, when it all said an done, it will most
 likely do more harm than good. This area is getting more populated every day. The majority of
 the population is seniors who are slow to react and that coupled with the general population
 adds up to an accident waiting to happen. High speed rail/passenger trains in a suburban area
 just doesn't make sense. You are trying to update a rail system that was never built for what is
 running on it now every day. Why not do it right from the beginning? Build it a bit furthers  west
 in an area that is not heavily settled. Construct it with the future in mind. Start from scratch and
 do it right, make it last and expandable.
    Lets hope that you and your fellow decision makers listen to the people who have to live with
 your decision day in and day out while you just move on to the next project.
    Thank you.  
John Zanardelli
Vero Beach, Fl

 

mailto:BUCKZAN@aol.com
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From: Connie Wilkerson
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Fwd: Legendary Golfer Advocates for the Marine Industry
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 3:38:14 PM
Attachments: Robert Winkle FRA.pdf

Dear Mr. Winkle:

Attached please find a personal letter and marine industry video from Mr. Robert Roscioli regarding the
 All Aboard Florida project ​.

 

​ 

Check out this video on YouTube:

http://youtu.be/UqAXx991lZQ

Connie L. Wilkerson
Administrative Assistant to
Robert Roscioli, President & CEO
ROSCIOLI YACHTING CENTER, INC.
3201 State Road 84
Fort Lauderdale, FL  33312
Tel:  (954)-581-9200
Fax: (954)-791-0958

mailto:admin@roscioliyachting.com
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From: Jean Downing
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Fwd: NO! to All Aboard Florida!!!
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 9:14:24 PM

 
 
Dear Sir(s),
 
I am writing to you to provide input regarding the proposal for multiple high speed trains traveling through
 my area as proposed by All Aboard Florida. I understand that input will be accepted until tomorrow,
 December 3, 2014.
 
Please be advised that I am adamantly opposed to the proposed high speed railway proposed by All
 Aboard Florida.
 
First and foremost, residents will be delayed due to the road closings in accessing emergency treatment
 and the delays will cause deaths.   We have many old and sickly citizens who frequently need access to
 emergency medical care in my area. The nearest hospital (Lawnwood Regional Medical Center) requires
 ambulance transportation over the railway that All Aboard Florida intends to use for its project
 (Shorewinds Drive on North Hutchinson Island that crosses the railway en-route to U.S. 1 and the
 hospital). Our only access to facilities is across the lagoon is over an on demand opening bridge and the
 existing railroad crossing. Likewise, in the case of fires and other calamities occurring on North
 Hutchinson Island, emergency vehicles will be delayed in crossing the railroad tracks due to the frequent
 use of the rails and the blockage of emergency vehicles in support of emergency operations on the
 Island.
 
I, and all of my neighbors live on North Hutchinson Island because it is a quaint, quiet and rural beach
 side community. An occasional sound of a train fits in with the quaint atmosphere that we have invested
 in. The noise pollution of multiple high speed trains do not fit in with the ecological environment that we
 have invested in and cherish. In the event of high speed trains that All Aboard Florida proposes, we are
 sure to lose on our investments as property values are sure to decline and our style of living will be taken
 from us.
 
For those of us who work on the mainland of our county,  there will be extra expenses to us in commuter
 time as roadway closures caused by multiple high speed trains will delay our commutes. An occasional
 road closure is tolerable. Multiple closures throughout the day is intolerable. In addition to lost personal
 and work time due to delays from road closures, there is the added expense of lost gasoline for many in
 idling cars while waiting for the trains to pass and the crossings to re-open.
 
In addition to my adamant opposition to All Aboard Florida’s proposal, I also object to the use of funds
 supported by taxpayers’ money!!!
 
Thank you for considering our input.
 
Jean Downing

mailto:jeanavalon@aol.com
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From: Janie Binnion
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Fwd: Opposition!!
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 2:46:55 PM

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Janie Binnion <janie.binnion@gmail.com>
Date: December 2, 2014 2:26:12 PM EST
To: "AAF-comments@vhb.com" <AAF-comments@vhb.com>
Subject: Opposition!!

I am totally opposed to the plan to run high speed trains from Orlando to
 Miami...through Treasure Coast towns that will not benefit in any way. On the
 contrary 
those towns will suffer increased noise, increased pollution, and increased
 disruption of traffic and peace and quiet.
I live on the barrier island and own two aging  dogs that often have to be taken
 outside in the early hours. I can clearly hear the trains, across the Indian River,
 clearly hear the horns and the clatter of the rails on the tracks. I cannot imagine
 how those living nearby will endure up to 32 trains passing each day.
If you want high speed between West Palm and Miami..that might make sense for
 riders,however I believe everyone realizes that the effort to build the system is
 the thinly veiled attempt to get ready for much, much more freight.Just  look at
 the enlarging of the Port of Miami and the " truth" becomes evident.
If it has to be, then build west of the turnpike. The best solution is not to build at
 all!!
Janie C. Binnion
211 Shores Drive
Vero Beach, Florida
32963
Sent from my iPad
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From: SUNWRENT@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Fwd: Permit SAJ-2012-01564(SP-AWP)
Date: Saturday, November 8, 2014 9:08:49 AM
Attachments: CommentsRegarding.docx

My comments are attached re Florida All Aboard train.
Jane Schnee
 


From: SUNWRENT@aol.com
To: andrew.w.phillips@usace.army.mil
Sent: 10/30/2014 12:50:24 Eastern Standard Time
Subj: Permit SAJ-2012-01564(SP-AWP)
 
Attached to this email are my comments regarding All Aboard Florida's Permit Application # SAJ-
2012-01564(SP-AWP)
Sincerely,
Jane Schnee

mailto:SUNWRENT@aol.com
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                                               Comments Regarding

                              Department of the Army Corps of Engineers

                          Permit Application # SAJ-2012-01564(SP-AWP)



Page 7 – Manatees.    The permit states, “project is not located in an important Manatee Area”.  However, a report by the federal Marine Mammal Commission (1988) identified the St. Sebastian River as an important manatee habitat for feeding, resting, cavorting, and freshwater access purposes, and manatees have been reported calving in the St. Sebastian River, as well.  Demolition and construction of a new double track railroad bridge across the St. Sebastian River will not only destroy important food sources for these manatees but the construction activities and the vibration/noise from the trains themselves will certainly have an adverse impact on the manatees in the St. Sebastian River.



[bookmark: _GoBack]Page 7- Florida Scrub-Jays  - The permit states, “the Florida Scrub-Jay is unlikely to cross the existing and future tracks.”  This is simply not true.  Florida Scrub-Jays cross the existing railroad track on a regular basis.  This has been documented many times in Indian River County and it is likely the Scrub-Jays will cross the railroad tracks in other areas where Scrub-Jays are either present or dispersing.  Adding an extra track and increasing the number and speed of trains along the track will most certainly result in increased mortality of Florida Scrub-Jays.   In addition, Florida Scrub-Jays feed along the current railroad track and when trains approach the noise scares them away from their food source.  This has been observed by me on many occasions.  As a result, with more noise and increased number of trains Florida Scrub-Jays will lose a good portion of their important food source, thus most definitely detrimentally affecting Florida Scrub-Jays all along the railroad route.  I have pictures documenting this if you need them for your records.



Page 8 – Fish.   The permit does not acknowledge that there are rare fish living in the St. Sebastian River, the St. Lucie River and the Loxahatchee River.  These rare fish are:  Awaous tajasica (River Goby), Gobionellus pseudofasciatus (Slashcheek Goby), Gobiomorus dormitory (Bitmouth Sleeper) and Microphis brachyrus lineatus (Opossum Pipefish).   And some of these fish actually spawn around the road and train pilings.  These fish are rare and destruction of their habitat and spawning grounds will be adversely affected with the construction of the bridges and the increased noise and vibration of increased trains.



Bald Eagles – Bald Eagles are protected by the “Bald Eagle Act”, the “Migratory Bird Act” and the “Lacey Act.”  I know there are Bald Eagle nests relatively close to the train tracks and special attention to this should be addressed.



Wetlands and Wetland Species.  A significant amount of wetlands will be destroyed building this railroad and bridges.   There is just no way to properly compensate for the tremendous loss of Florida’s precious Wetlands and the species that inhabit them with this railroad project.  In addition there are wetlands along the track route that will be impacted that are not mentioned in the permit.   The Florida Wildlife Commission says that any disturbance within 500 feet of birds foraging and/or nesting will have a negative impact on them.  There are many wetlands and species within 500 feet of the railroad track that are not considered in the current permit and definitely should be.



All Vertebrate Species.  A recent World Wildlife Fund report shows that there has been a 52% decline in all vertebrates (animals, fish, birds) in the past 40 years.  It is inevitable that this railroad project will add to this mortality figure.  I observe many species of animals crossing, or attempting to cross the railroad tracks:  Florida Scrub-Jays (and many other bird species), Gopher Tortoises, Bobcats, Raccoons, Oppossums, Long-tailed weasels, etc., etc.  With the construction of the tracks and bridges, the higher speed of the trains coupled with them running very frequently, there will be a dramatic increased mortality of our declining species.



Invasive Plants.  All along the current north-south railroad tracks there are invasive plants growing (FLEPPC I & 2).  The railroad should currently be getting rid of these invasive plants otherwise they spread rapidly into other areas:  conservation areas, wetlands, private properties.  The disturbance resulting from constructing a new track will cause new invasive plants to crop and spread rapidly.  This issue needs to be addressed because it is a huge environmental problem.



Submitted by:

Jane Schnee

1022 Foster Rd. – Apt. A

Sebastian, FL

sunwrent@aol.com

(772)589-3201











From: Bob Poller
To: uscgd7dpbpubliccomment; AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Fwd: poller, robert port st lucie
Date: Sunday, September 21, 2014 2:20:39 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bob Poller <pollerbob@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Sep 21, 2014 at 1:49 PM
Subject: poller, robert port st lucie
To: usc-gd7dpbpubliccomment@uscg.mil and aaf

I object to the AAF....railroad....

Adds time, confusion, creates a Le Mans start after bridges are opened,
and will increase the taxpayers costs of keeping the lagoon and waterways
safe and following rules.

We go on boats to get away from the noise and city-sounds.  AAF, and the
Fed RR Authority will only turn this concept into more trash, crap, audio pollution, and real
 increased risks to people and their boats and cars and
bikes...of accidents and air contaminants.  
PLUS....there is no proof this concept will pay off their Gov guaranteed loans or even benefit
 anyone other than WP, FTL, and MIA.   
I bet they could not get "private investors" to put money into their scam.

Florida's waters are already at a tipping point.   USCG, take a boat ride and
see the problems up close.   Fish are marine creatures are fighting to
stay off the endangered or dead forever list.   

Bob Poller    Port St Lucie.  772 343 7369

I have owned boats,and still do.... for over 50 years, all in Florida, and
passed the USCG Boat Handling Course 40 years ago...my boating partner
currently is on the "Marine Patrol Boat" program we have up here in the Treasure Coast.  (Ben
 Goldberg)  
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From: few1291@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Fwd: Railroaded!!
Date: Monday, September 22, 2014 1:35:52 PM

My wife and I are Florida " Natives" born in FL 82 years ago and have resided here all our
 lives.
We both strongly object to the proposed, " All Aboard Florida" plans.  Below are our
 contentions we are against!
Frank & Mayanne Warren

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: few1291@aol.com
Date: September 22, 2014 1:21:09 PM EDT
To: "confedernet@aol.com" <warrenagency@att.net>, Laura Warren / State
 Insurance <lwarren@stateinsurancegroup.com>, Patrick Gleason / State
 Insurance <patrick@stateinsurancegroup.com>, Erin <pinkgeg@aol.com>, Ben
 Bailey <chefbenbailey@gmail.com>, Whitney Bailey
 <wmbailey001@gmail.com>, mize.justin@gmail.com, Sarah Beth
 <sarahbeth.warren@gmail.com>, vbspike7@aol.com
Subject: Railroaded!!

You have 72.days to let federal officials know how you feel about 32 more trains
 per day than we already have with the many freight trains.
As I see it, it will be of no value to the residents of Martin and St, Lucie Counties.
  Secondly, it will severely blockade boat traffic at the RR bridge, severely
 hamper private passenger, freight & produce deliveries, and most importantly,
 emergency vehicles.  Can you just imagine a home or business burning down
 because the fire trucks were  blocked, or a death because the E.V. Could not get
 the victim to the hospital in time because they were blocked by one of those 32
 trains? Also, the police vehicle being blocked and not  being able to get to your
 911 call.
Please write:  John Winkle, Federal Railroad Administration, 1200 New Jersey
 Ave S.E., room W38-31, Washington, DC 20590.
E-mail: AAF_comments@vhb.com
Sent from my iPad
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From: Paul Popson
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; Reisman, Larry
Subject: Fwd: St Lucie River - Federal Regulations - Title 33: Navigation and Navigable Waters
Date: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 6:30:58 PM

    Please review my research and the sections of the Regulations I've cited under Title 33 Navigation and Navigable
 Waters. 
    I've also reviewed the Federal Railroad Administrations rules set up for the railroads to monitor and provide their
 own safety inspections.
    I feel so much safer knowing that the "TRACK OWNERS" set up their own "MANAGEMENT PRACTICES"
 and assign a "COMPETENT ENGINEER" to implement their bridge management program.
    It's also very reassuring that "BRIDGE OWNERS" get to decide competency of the railroad bridge engineer
 working for them.
    Please review the complete Inventory, pursuant to Section 237.101 for the ST Lucie River Railroad Trestle owned
 by Florida East Coast Industries to determine if any Civil Penalties have ever been logged.
    Also, if you get a chance, review Florida East Coast's track safety record pursuant to section 237.71 and 237.73
 and all bridge program documents and records called for under Section 237.109.
    I think you'll find information on a freight train derailment within a half mile of this trestle less than 10 years ago.
    This expansion is not only unwanted and impractical, it is unsafe and unnecessary.  We're counting on your good
 judgment to move this idea inland where it would be a win-win situation for all. 
    Make the right of way down town an exercise path and allow the rule of Eminent Domain to be used as
 intended.    
    Respectfully Submitted, 
    Paul D. Popson

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Paul Popson <pdpop1312@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Nov 11, 2014 at 5:43 PM
Subject: Fwd: St Lucie River - Federal Regulations - Title 33: Navigation and Navigable
 Waters
To: shamil6931 <shamil6931@aol.com>, Bruce Kinkade <brucekinkade@yahoo.com>, Dick
 Goulston <seascuba1@gmail.com>, Jerry Blough <jblough606@aol.com>, Arthur
 Immerman <Arthur0831@msn.com>, skipperchris@gmail.com, Joe Gurski
 <gwazoo27@aol.com>

Except for "my" typo good to go. Thurs is Coast Guard session.  Paper states they will not be taking any All Aboard
 complaints. Hope citing these sections of their own Regulations will change their minds.

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Paul Popson <pdpop1312@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Nov 11, 2014 at 2:24 PM
Subject: St Lucie River - Federal Regulations - Title 33: Navigation and Navigable Waters
To: USCGD7DPBPublicComment@uscg.mil, laurence.reisman@tcpalm.com

    Upon reviewing the Electronic Code of Federal Regulations there is substantial authority for the US Coast Guard
 to inspect, require, and enforce regulations pertaining to "waterfront facilities" upon which Florida East Coast
 Industries/All Aboard Florida owns and operates a railroad.
    By definition 6.01-4, a "waterfront facility" " means all piers, wharves, docks or similar structures to which
 vessels may be secured".  This includes "areas of land, water, or land and water under and in immediate proximity
 to them; buildings on them or contiguous to them and equipment and materials on or in them." ​
    This area also falls under the command of a District Commander (Captain of the Port) "designated by the
 Commandant for the purpose of giving immediate direction to Coast Guard law enforcement activities".
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    Section 6.01-5, describes the area as a "Security zone", "if designated by the Captain of the Port", "to prevent
 damage or injury to any vessel or waterfront facility, to safeguard ports, harbors, territories, or waters of the United
 States or secure the observance of the rights and obligations of the United States.".
    It is may contention that  the waterfront facility located on the St Lucie River in the form of a trestle and series of
 bridge abutments falls within the responsibility of the US Coast Guard Commandant.
    Furthermore,  that CERCLA, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of
 1980 requires and delegates authority to the Commandant to determine any "imminent and substantial
 endangerment to the public health or welfare of the environment".  Having the authority to assess penalties, amend
 existing permits and require environmental assessment or impact statement under the "National Environment Policy
 act of 1969, as amended, (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq)".
    I therefore, respectfully request the Deputy Commandant for Operations and or his delegate immediately declare
 the St Lucie River Trestle a Security Zone and take the necessary steps to implement an environmental assessment
 and impact statement to include substantially unresolved controversies involving the public and local governmental
 agencies concerning the current and future safety of the rail trestle bridge and transportation of potentially
 hazardous substances, pollutants and or contaminants over the St Lucie River in Stuart, FL. by and or for Florida
 East Coast Industries and it's parent corporation.
    Respectfully Submitted,  
    Paul D. Popson
    415 NW North River Drive  Unit 201
    Stuart, FL 34997



From: dermha@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; John.Winkle@DOT.Gov
Subject: Fwd:
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 10:34:43 AM

Ellen Bernstein
236 Village Blvd.
Unit 1205
Tequesta, FL 33469

Mr. John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue
SE Room W38-311
Washington, DC20590
November 11, 2014

Dear Sir,
I write to you in support of more rail service in Florida and throughout the
 country, but I cannot support All Aboard Railroad because of where it
 will be situated.  Putting it on the existing tracks that run along A1A, a
 major North, South artery in the area along with a drawbridge across the
 intracoastal to our south places us in a prison of transportation byways.
  By using the existing tracks and placing an additional 13 freight trains,
 which are quite long, well over 100 cars and 32 high speed passenger
 trains, you will be putting this areas population in a virtual prison on a
 island created by this action.

I think it's a great idea and I would use it to go to Miami.  But if anyone in
 our area needs to get to the hospital and the trains are passing, we can
 be delayed for half an hour, maybe more.  It can become a matter of life
 and death especially with so many seniors in the area. I believe strongly
 that new tracks should be laid further west, where the population is very
 sparse and it will not have the same impact on people.  

I love our little town of Tequesta and I do not think this additional burden
 will enrich the quality of life for us, the people who are lucky enough to
 live here.

Thank you for your attention,
Ellen Bernstein
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From: George Blythe
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Get off the train
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 8:57:38 AM

One of my concerns is the Wind Wash that will follow the train. Everyone has experienced the gust of wind wash
 from a 18 wheeler traveling at 50-60 miles an hour. That practically knocks you down, imagine a train 6-10 times
 as long going almost twice as fast.
I have had the pleasure of riding the high speed train from London to Paris. Every time we went under an overpass I
 ,inside the train, could feel a substantial pressure increase, caused by the ricochet , back at the train, of that wind
 wash. If one were standing at a crossing it would surely knock you down, and the dust and dirt that was kicked up
 would sand blast you.
There are other concerns, but let's handle them one at a time. George Blythe 772-633-1824
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From: Robert Puglisi
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Go Away!
Date: Thursday, November 6, 2014 5:08:52 PM
Attachments: Video.MOV
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From: Flaugh Family
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Go West - AAF in Martin County
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 9:33:43 PM

Dear Federal Railroad Administration:
 
I am a lifelong resident – born and raised - in Stuart, FL (46 yrs!). I typically do not speak-up too
 loudly on issues and I appreciate good growth in our town which makes  it more attractive for young
 professionals to move here. I oversee physician recruitment and relations at Martin Health System.
 We brought more than 100 new physicians to our area over the last 2 years with the opening of a
 new hospital in Tradition in Port St. Lucie. I am alarmed at recent comments and actions on the part
 of our physician business community who are planning to sell houses or look for places of business
 on one side or the other of the train tracks in Martin County to avoid AAF.  AAF is changing the way
 new/soon-to-be homeowners and business owners are considering our area as they plan where to
 live and work (or not). If you’ve been here, you know, we have a very unusual slow growth coastal
 South Florida community that will be changed forever with the addition of high speed trains though
 our small town infrastructure.
 
Please consider moving AFF to tracks inland through Martin County. Even the I-95 path is far west to
 avoid the low density high-value environmental areas of Martin County. This would be the best long
 term ROI andsustainable path for the high speed railroad development now and well into the
 future!
 
Thank you,
 
Jenny Flaugh
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From: MASTEQ@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: GO WEST - OR GO AWAY
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 11:50:39 PM

Stop trying to ruin our town and Stuart city center when all that you have to do is run this "bullet train" on
 your western-most tracks and leave us alone!
 
Michael Sessions
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From: Robert Puglisi
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: GO WEST AND LEAVE US ALONE!!!
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 9:39:40 AM

This train will destroy our good life.
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From: Danielle Ohanesian
To: john.winkle@dot.gov; AAF_Comments@vhb.com; towncouncil@jupiter.fl.us
Subject: GO WEST
Date: Sunday, October 5, 2014 11:04:59 AM

I am disappointed in the EIS report, but not surprised since it was done on behalf of AAF. In my opinion,
 development in Florida was planned very poorly. The housing was built basically on top of the rail lines. I believe
 that as important as the rail industry is, in this century, it is no longer feasible to implement it safely without
 uprooting thousands of citizens living along the treasure coast. It also will be a major impediment for the marine
 industry and safe navigation of the waters. With the loss of boating access, we will lose tourism and jobs. With the
 increase of tourists using AAF, you will lose twice as many tourists visiting our state due to obstruction of
 waterways. It is a major source of safety concerns, accessibility of hospitals, traffic delays and police protection.
 Please move the tracks west. Henry Flagler put the railroad here a hundred years ago when population was a
 fraction of what is now. Because of poor government oversight and planning on how our towns were built up, we
 will be made to suffer. Please don't make the residents pay for our poor governing body who have over built our
 communities without our input. Thank you.
Danielle Ohanesian
Jupiter Florida

Sent from my iPad

Sent from my iPad
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From: Judith Rox Klima
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Grave concerns
Date: Monday, October 20, 2014 4:08:28 PM
Attachments: AAF.docxword.docx

ATT00001.htm
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		Oct. 20th, 2014

I am compelled to express my serious concerns about “All Aboard Florida”. As a semi-retired clinical nurse that has worked at Martin Memorial, Jupiter Medical and Palm Beach Gardens Hospital, I can say first hand that the current freight trains have delayed patient care, including emergency operations. There have been several times the doctors and other key players, have been delayed due to commuting and waiting for the trains to pass. This situation will only become more problematic as more trains are scheduled. Unless there is a plan to have over-passes avoiding the train tracks; patient care and ultimately their lives will be adversely affected. 

We need to stop the madness now and move your plan for commuter rails west of our small yet precious towns.







                                    Concerned Professional Taxpayer,



                                           Judith Rox-Klima RN








Judith Rox Klima, RNC, CLNC
Rox-Klima Legal Nursing Services
www.legalnurserox.com
roxklimaconsult@bellsouth.net
772-486-3789














From: Tracy Siani
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Great Idea For Whom?
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:25:25 AM

A high speed train is a great idea for commerce and the owners, but is AAF really a great idea
 for our Florida residents?  

Will coastal residents drive south to Miami, Ft. Lauderdale or West Palm Beach to pay to
 travel north to Orlando?

Will the shipping containers from the Port of Palm Beach clatter through our communities 32
 times per day?

Will our local workers crossing the tracks between street crossings be endangered 32 times
 more each day?

Will our local workers find their foot paths blocked by barriers to force them to walk the extra
 miles each day to a crossing?

Will the Emergency and Fire/Rescue trucks cross the tracks when needed or only on the train
 schedule?

Just who is the beneficiary of AAF?

Sincerely,

Tracy Siani
79 Lighthouse Dr.
Jupiter, FL 33469

561-746-7313
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From: RickCoroniti@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: greed
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 2:54:11 PM

anyone who votes for the train issue is either making money off of it, or is nuts
 
RSCoroniti
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From: Hugh Aaron
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: info@AllAboardFlorida.com
Subject: Greenway Opportunity
Date: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 8:20:09 PM

Dear Mr. Winkle

In reviewing the draft EIS for the All Aboard Florida project, I was surprised to fine that no 
consideration has been given for the inclusion of a greenway in the proposed High Speed Rail 
Miami to Orlando.  I believe that a parallel greenway should be included in the final EIS. 

A greenway offers many benefits, including:

• Attracts tourism and jobs;
• Reduces CO2 & NOx emissions and other air pollutants; 
• Promotes multi-modal connections to the train stations;
• Reduces parking needs at the train stations;
• Reduces traffic congestion in the impacted communities.

Given that the construction will be required to expand the existing rail lines to accommodate 
the new high speed trains, this is an ideal time to construct a parallel greenery,  Let’s not miss 
this once in a lifetime opportunity to add a feature to the project that will benefit everyone, 
including to communities such as mine (Indian River County) where no stop is currently 
planned.

Hugh

Hugh Aaron
Director of Membership and Advocacy
Vero Cycling, Inc.
hugh@theaarons.com
804-690-9720 cell/text
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From: Michael Underwood
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: guardians of martin co, letter re: AAF
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 6:58:01 PM

I support 100%
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From: ellen moody
Subject: Help.. All Aboard Florida will have a very damaging impact on our town and surrounding communities
Date: Thursday, November 6, 2014 10:18:57 PM

Please speak up to stop this project from getting any more support from our officials that
 should be protecting us.

Please help to make the terrible environmental and economic impact from this horrendous
 project public.  It does not make sense for so many communities to be damaged by the
 upheaval in our ability to reach our hospitals, seashore, turnpike and interstate.

ALL ABOARD FLORIDA does not make any sense to most of the towns through which it
 plans to travel.  These towns would not receive any benefit but would be burdened with
 maintaining the equipment that is needed to add 32+ trains that will bisect their towns daily.  

The flow of our maritime traffic would be slowed down, disrupted and negatively impact our
 real estate, tourism, leisure and boating industries.

Please help to STOP these trains now before this poorly conceived project keeps moving
 closer to a very bad reality.

Thank you for everything you do to support all of the towns that rely on you and are not
 receiving enough support in getting the facts out and stopping the funding for this project.

Sincerely, Ellen Moody 

mailto:ellensname@gmail.com


From: npaster@juno.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed passenger rail service in Florida
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 2:35:57 PM

Mr. John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration

Dear Sir:

We are writing to object to the $2.25 billion project that will send high speed passenger trains thru Martin County,
 Florida.

As new residents of Stuart, Florida, we object to the FRA providing funding for this project.  Not only will
 completion of this project severely disrupt traffic flow thru communities and towns adjacent to the train tracks, but
 the noise made by the high speed trains will adversely impact the residents of those communities adjacent to the
 train tracks.

Molly and Alfred Pasternak
5132 S E Club Way #103
Stuart, Florida 34997

____________________________________________________________
Heavy rains mean flooding
Anywhere it rains it can flood. Learn your risk. Get flood insurance.
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3141/546508076a9e80678d3st04vuc
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From: Lois Patton
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: HIgh speed rail project, Treasure Coast Florida
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 4:14:22 PM

Sirs,
 
This country, and our state of Florida, are behind in developing rail
 transportation. No one will argue that fact. At the same time, doing so
 at the expense of small, tourist-based communities is an unacceptable
 approach. High speed rail through our city of Ft. Pierce will negatively
 impact our quality of life in so many ways it is impossible to believe it is
 being seriously considered. Those of us living on the barrier island
 have only one access to the mainland—and it is across those tracks.
 EMT services, hurricane evacuations, and normal day-to-day business
 will be delayed several times an hour. This fact, along with the
 additional noise levels from both increased freight trains and the
 numerous high speed passenger trains will have a negative impact on
 the fragile downtown commerce of the city.
 
We are all familiar with the NIMBY, “not in my back yard,” attitude that
 often stands in the way of progress. However, I implore you to
 recognize this is a case where the residents of the Treasure Coast
 have every right to object to this project. The future of our cities and the
 well-being of our citizens would be sacrificed when there are other
 options for bringing high-speed rail transport to the area. Please stop
 this project in its tracks.
 
Lois and Ralph Patton
104 Southstar Drive
Ft. Pierce, FL 34949
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From: JOYCE STOLTZ
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Rail Service All Aboard Florida
Date: Sunday, October 26, 2014 3:58:31 PM

I wish to voice my strong objection to the proposed high speed rails
 service  connecting Miami and Orlando Florida.

I have lived in Florida more than 50 years and realize that change is
 inevitable and often necessary for the greater good.   The negative
 impact of the rail service will greatly outweigh any positive. 

I live in Indian River County, about 1 mile from two rail crossings.   
 Although the studies did not include my home as one that would lose
 value if the rail service is approved,  I am sure it would lose
 value.   At this time we hear the trains that pass.   They are
 infrequent and not a major issue.   Increase the frequency and they
 will  be a major issue.  The peace of my backyard and that of all my
 neighbors will be gone forever.    Loss of quality of life is not a
 trivial issue.

Traffic.    From our neighborhood on the east side of the railroad we
 must take our children to school across the tracks,  go to medical
 appointments, church services, shop and many other necessary
 trips.   We cross the tracks many times each day.  As a social worker I
 remember listening to a family whose father died  as he lay in an
 ambulance waiting for a stalled train to pass.  Increased trains will
 mean more incidents of this nature.  Both hospitals in Indian River
 County are on the east side of the tracks.

Common Sense     AAF officials say the train service will benefit the
 public by reducing auto traffic between Miami and Orlando.  
 Really?     Who will want to ride these trains?   If a family wanted to
 go to the Disney area from Miami why would they choose to ride a
 train?   The transportation would be more expensive and once they get
 to Orlando they would have to rent a car if they wanted to see the many
 offerings of the Orlando area.  It makes no sense.

Please protect the greater good and stop All Aboard Florida.   Joyce
 Stoltz , Vero Beach, Florida
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From: Sally Maio
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Rail through Sebastian
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 9:24:11 AM

I wanted to add my comments before it is too late to do so regarding the planned AAF high
 speed rail which will take an additional 32 train trips through our beautiful City of Sebastian
 each day at a speed of 110 miles per hour. The City of Sebastian staff has submitted
 comments based on citizen surveys and its review and did an outstanding job of reviewing
 the DEIS and found it lacking as it pertains to our piece of paradise. I sincerely hope that
 someone takes the time to read it.
 
I have been learning as much as I can about the history of Henry Flagler’s entry into
 Florida, his reasons and his benefit. I am left wondering what the land grants given to Mr.
 Flagler and his corporations by State of Florida political leaders in the late 1880s have
 anything to do with today’s world. There seems to be a level of arrogance when the
 discussions turn to the over 2 million acres granted to Mr. Flagler straight down the east
 coast of Florida and passed down to his heirs and affiliates through the last 125 years. Mr.
 Flagler is credited with bringing people to Florida so his train was seen as a benefit to the
 growth State of Florida. I say they would have come anyway.
 
According to history, the train failed from Miami to the Keys and passenger rail ceased in
 the 1960s along the coast. When my husband and I decided to move to Florida from
 Connecticut in 1984, we traveled here via I-95 and never really paid much attention to the
 train that ran north-south through the City of Sebastian business district except for the rare
 times that we were stopped while the train crossed. My husband then purchased an auto
 body shop in Sebastian in 1986 and he is there still today. The train passes by his window
 directly to his east and he has grown accustomed to the sound though the freight trains
 rattle his windows and shake the building when it is extremely laden with rock or other
 heavy materials. We now face the painful truth that added to the already heavy and loud
 freight trains, he and his residential neighbors will be affected by 32 additional trips a day,
 vibrating their homes, shaking them in bed at night, and perhaps causing damage to the
 buildings themselves and most definitely the peace and health of the people living in them.
 I hear your thoughts, well they decided to buy near the tracks! There are not many places
 in Sebastian you don’t hear the trains and 75% of our commercial district in our town of
 23,000 and residences along the Indian River Lagoon and in the old Sebastian
 neighborhoods are situated directly along US Highway 1 which the tracks follow here.
 
In the past I have taken the train to visit family in CT just for the adventure, and my trip
 started in Kissimmee on the Amtrak that runs up through the State, one leg from Miami
 and one leg from Tampa if I am not mistaken. Those tracks have been there for years and
 quite adequately provide long distance transportation. Florida is a State of an abundance
 of wild undisturbed area and the coastlines are where the people flock for the beauty of our
 waters. Why was there never any consideration of moving the tracks inland into areas of
 right-of-way along highways as AAF is doing on the Beach Line 528, what a perfect
 solution. The I-95 corridor would be a perfect location to take the tracks around the
 counties of Martin, St. Lucie and Indian River which have their heaviest commercial
 districts on US 1 and will reap absolutely no benefit and only detriment from the high speed
 rail because no stops are anticipated in any of those counties. As a matter of fact old maps
 show a track spur in that area. Instead they have created a fear in all of us that the lives we
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 know now will be forever changed after the installation of double tracks, and on top of the
 already heavy freight traveling through the heart of our City, we will have our City cut in
 half 32 additional times per day.
 
Henry Flagler and the politicians in the 1880s probably never anticipated the calamity and
 pain they would bring to people’s lives in 2014 as we anticipate the downfall of our little
 City for the benefit of visitors to Orlando and Miami. Or maybe they did, and the land
 grants were compensation for his bringing the right people to Florida. Read the history
 books, it does not paint a pretty picture of the land grab…er grant!
 
I know this message is based on emotion and conjecture and perhaps not the facts of the
 matter that you are seeking, but I am left wondering, is it really the plan to be able to move
 trainloads of people 32 times a day from Miami to Orlando up the east coast of Florida and
 do it any quicker than if someone were to rent a car in either location and drive up the
 turnpike in the same amount of time? Most people want a car to move around in. High
 speed rail has not worked very well in other areas of Florida, or is this, as I am hearing,
 more likely an idea to get the double tracks in and be able to move more freight through
 our already overburdened city commercial districts and waterways in the future? Does the
 fact that Henry Flagler was given over 2 million acres of land for his trains have any
 relationship to today’s world and FEC’s continued stance that “we” are crossing their land
 and “they” have a right to do whatever they choose in our town and charge us for it. I’m
 pretty sure our Main Street right-of-way was there long before Henry Flagler got that grant.
 Doesn’t make any common sense to me. People are what matters. Corporations are about
 making money and they should do their due diligence to find a beneficial solution to make
 peace with those of us who live here and will live with this for the rest of our lives. People
 and businesses will be forced to move to maintain some sense of peace in their lives. Why
 can’t AAF find another way? I have heard myself say so many times through this, “this is
 bigger than any of us and it won’t matter what we do or say”, because as we all know big
 money always get their way and the people affected are left to just live with it.
 
Please read the comments that come from you from so many here, the towns and cities,
 the counties, the Coast Guard, the historians trying to save our historic districts, the
 emergency services organizations, the neighborhood associations, the environmentalists –
 really read them. Sebastian and many others in the Treasure Coast area were left out of it
 all. We are here and we just want to be heard.
 
Sally
 
Sally A. Maio, MMC
City Clerk
City of Sebastian, FL 32958
(772) 388-8214
smaio@cityofsebastian.org
 



From: jwllchris@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Rail
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 9:17:53 AM

Please discontinue your efforts to go forward with the All Aboard Florida high speed rail service.
Thanks in Advance
Jim Christoffersen
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From: Pat.Helen
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed rail
Date: Friday, September 19, 2014 6:13:55 PM

Allowing this is so wrong on so many levels..it would permanently scar our beautiful coast not to mention the
 hazards that would be created.

Sent from my iPad
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From: NORMD70@AOL.COM
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: HIGH SPEED RAIL
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 2:27:36 PM

FROM THE TREASURE COAST OF FLORIDA.
WE DO NOT WANT A HIGH SPEED RAIL TO RUIN OUR WAY OF LIFE.

THIS GIVES US ZERO BENIFITS   

                                                            NORM & PEARL DAVIS

mailto:normd70@aol.com
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From: Terry
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: high speed rail
Date: Sunday, October 26, 2014 2:33:11 PM

As a long time resident of the Treasure Coast a I must express my concern for the proposed 32 per day trains
 running from Orlando to Miami. This country was founded on the premiss of For the People, By the People and Of
 the People. The residents of the Treasure Coast have spoken and voiced that this rail service is a major detriment to
 our communities. Locating the tracks through the less populated center of the state would make the most sense.
 Theresa Wood, Port St Lucie, Fl

Sent from my iPad
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From: Tom Pease
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; john.winkle@dot.gov
Cc: notallabordflorida@gmail.com
Subject: High speed Rail
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 11:39:51 AM

I own 3- 6000 sq ft commercial buildings that are less than 30 feet from the rail road tracks here in
 Vero Beach. I am very concerned about my 30 employees and customers in the event of an
 accident, not to mention the effects it would have on my property and or my Business. I would like
 to ask for a response in regard to safety measures that will be put into place, and what the speed of

 the train will be at the 12th St crossing here in Vero. Sincerely,,,, Thomas L Pease

mailto:tom@floridashuttersinc.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
mailto:john.winkle@dot.gov
mailto:notallabordflorida@gmail.com


From: Tammy Ware
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Railroad through downtown Fort Pierce
Date: Thursday, November 27, 2014 9:36:38 PM

It is my understanding that a full environmental impact study was paid for
 by All Aboard Florida.  That study may not have included the potential
 noise pollution and  air pollution from the diesel engines, and more.

There are no benefits to the Treasure Coast area under the current plan. 
 Our downtown area which has been rejuvenated over the last ten years
 will decline.  Local restaurants and businesses will be hurt by less people
 going to downtown.  No one wants to be stopped by the train even once a
 day, never mind more than 30+.

I am against the high speed train when there is plenty of land available
 west of town to accommodate this project.  The current people who will
 benefit are the counties to the south and north of us and we will pay the
 price.

I vote NO to BIG CHOO CHOO!

Tammy Ware
1845 Sandhill Crane Drive
Fort Pierce, FL 34982
taware99@gmail.com
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From: pbierens@juno.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Railroad
Date: Monday, October 6, 2014 5:03:17 PM

To:  Mr. John Winkle, Federal RR Administration

From:  Paul Bierens
           86 Crooked Tree Ln
           Vero Beach, FL  32972

Dear Mr. Winkle

We are adamantly opposed to high speed rail service that would use the
existing RR tracks that go through Vero Beach, FL.

We are residents in an over 55 condominium community that is one half
mile from the railroad tracks.  Already several freight trains utilize
these tracks day and night.  Their rumble, air horns, and traffic
disruption are already a large inconvenience and irritation in our
community.  The proposed up to 32 high speed trains traversing the same
tracks would be devastating to our entire city.

There is no advantage whatsoever to Vero Beach of having high speed
trains ripping thru our city.  No stops are scheduled here or other
cities along the I95 corridor until West Palm. 

If high speed trains are viable economic assets, they will only be
economic assets to Orlando and Miami and then mostly to the private
companies in both cities. 

High speed trains should run on dedicated rail lines and away from cities
and towns.  There is plenty of open spaces such a rail line could
traverse.

Please use your office and influence to "derail" the proposed high speed
rail service through Vero Beach, FL.

Sincerely,

Paul Bierens

____________________________________________________________
Low-Cost Flood Insurance
Find a policy in your area and get a free flood risk profile!
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3141/5433037d3215337d57e7st02vuc
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From: Mary Ann Korkuc
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed railway
Date: Friday, October 31, 2014 4:27:55 PM

To whom it may concern,
 
I live and work in the subject area of the high speed train now for almost 14 years. I previously lived
 in south Florida counties that favor the train. I moved here for a quality of life not found in Dade
 Broward or palm Beach counties. The people there  are rushed, pressured and angry, time is
 precious because there are so many people that it takes forever to move from one side of the city
 to the other. For them chaos and inconvenience are a way of life. Not so in the Treasure Coast.
 
The Treasure Coast is just that a treasure for the people living and working here, the pace is slower,
 congestion less, people are more friendly. Your proposed trains would change our way of life here,
 they would in my opinion decimate our quite tranquil way of life here. The trains would travel
 through the downtown of Stuart, Jensen Beach, Fort Pierce, Vero Beach and more. Our outdoor
 dining in these locations and the walkable downtown atmosphere would be ruined by the noise
 pollution, accessibility would be limited to these areas, many annual festivals and some weekly
 events like “Jammin Jensen” would be inaccessible due to the location of the train tracks. The train
 trestle that traverses the St Lucie inlet is nearly 100 years old, and slow – it would be constantly in
 the upright position to allow the number of trains you are proposing, limiting access for boaters and
 dramatically reducing property values for waterfront properties west of the tracks. Trains traveling
 through the areas of Jonathan Dickenson and Savanna preserve would have devastating effects on
 the environment and our beautiful wildlife.
 
I plead with you to re-route the train west of our pristine area. There are available tracks west of our
 towns that would be less impacted by your train. I know these tracks are owned by another
 competitor company, but your proposal would be better received by our community if you were to
 cooperate with us and the owners of the other tracks. Collaboration would also be profitable for
 both your passenger and freight service. After all this is what this is really about isn’t it? The future
 of the rail service because we all know that Americans are too in love with their motor cars to give
 them up. We don’t have the additional support services for public transportation to the areas you
 seek to service. 
 
I hope this doesn’t fall on deaf ears – if you want our support then please work with us and
 cooperate with the owners of the western tracks.
 
Kind regards,
 
Mary Ann Korkuc
Broker-Associate
Boca Executive Realty
1850 SW Fountainview Blvd #202
Port St Lucie, FL 34986
772-528-6317 cell

mailto:marykork@comcast.net
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866-207-6317 fax
 
maryann@bocaexecutive.com
 
Your referrals are the greatest compliment I can receive!
 

mailto:maryann@bocaexecutive.com


From: David Hubert
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Tracks for High Speed Passenger Trains
Date: Sunday, October 26, 2014 5:33:20 PM

Dear Mr. Winkle:

In 1994 Amtrak introduced to the Pacific Northwest, new passenger trains called the 
"Cascades.”  They are manufactured by the Spanish company, Talgo.  They are high-speed 
trains that can run well over 100 miles per hour.  There in the United States, they run to and 
from Eugene, Oregon and Vancouver, British Columbia.  Below is a short quote from its 
Google website  “Amtrak Talgo."

"Service on the Cascades route is provided by five articulated trainsets manufactured by 
Talgo, a Spanish company. These cars are designed to passively tilt into curves, allowing the 
train to pass through them at higher speeds. Despite a maximum design speed of 124 miles per
 hour (200 km/h), current track and safety requirements limit the train's speed to 79 miles per 
hour (127 km/h), although $781 million work is currently underway for the Cascades route 
which will allow them to operate at speeds up to 110 miles per hour (180 km/h).”

Most of the reporting at this time around here is about the number of trains and how fast they 
will go. But it seems no one has questioned the ability of the tracks to handle such high-speed 
trains.  Amtrak out West didn’t seem to recognize the limitation and now is spending $781 
million of somebody’s money to upgrade the tracks so the "Cascades" can live up to part of its
 potential.  Is that part of the All Aboard Florida plan or have they overlooked that possibility?
 I don’t know how old these track are, but I doubt they have seen many 100+ mile an hour 
trains.  Do you know the speed limit of the freight trains that run through Stuart?  Will these 
present tracks be suitable for 32 high speed passenger trains?

Regard,
David Hubert
2950 S. E. Ocean Blvd. 2-3
Stuart, FL 34996
772.324.8081
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From: Bernard Carmell
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed traffic through Stuart Florida
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 6:48:32 PM

Gentlemen:
I am totally opposed to any high speed rail traffic through Stuart Florida.
 
1. First of all, this ploy is based on increasing container traffic not passenger
 service.
2. The disruption to boat traffic and vehicle traffic at each crossing is
 unacceptable.
3. The noise and environmental pollution is unacceptable.
4. If any Government funds are applied to this project, there should be
 personal guarantees not LLC structured to go bankrupt leaving the citizens
 holding the bag, i.e. we are the government.
5. There is no economic benefit to this area resulting from high speed trains.
6. The Treasure Coast area is special and developed as a retirement and
 vacation destination. Change the environment and this will no longer be
 true.
7. Many retired people purchased properties in this area based on the
 quality of life. High speed trains reduce the quality of life by mandating you
 sit in traffic (often) waiting to cross the tracks.
8. People going to work will be late. Emergency vehicles will not be able to
 respond as required. All of this impacts air quality due to thousands of
 vehicles running at idle waiting to cross the tracks.
 
Please do not allow this to pass, funded by the government or not.
 
Bernard F and Sandra E Carmell
2908 SW Shinnecock Hills Court
Palm City, Florida 34990
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From: Bill Murphy
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed train -
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 2:04:17 PM

To Whom It May Concern:
 
I am totally against your high speed train roaring through the Treasure Coast.  There is plenty of land
 west of those areas to achieve your goal.
 
Yours truly,
William C. Murphy

mailto:blmurphy57@gmail.com
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From: Barry Burge
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed train between Orlando and Miami
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 10:47:03 AM

October 28, 2014

John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue S. E.
Room W38-31
Washington, D.C.. 20590

Dear Mr. Winkle

It is quite obvious the proposed rail plan is prepared to most facilitate the initiators at the lowest cost to them and in
 the most expeditious time possible, while casting a huge detrimental financial and environmental cost on to the
 residents of a large portion of the east coast.  Not even to mention the health, safety or of lowering the quality of life
 to the hundreds of thousands of people this will affect now and hugely more so if it requires expansion in the
 future.  Were the previous determinations wrong in moving the major highway systems west of the most populated
 areas?
    
 In view of the recent train derailments in the west, the question will not be a question of if, but when one of these
 high speed trains will hit a school bus, a gas tanker truck or derail within a city.  There will also be innumerable
 delays of emergency vehicles along the breadth of this track.  Is the local tax payer to bare the costs of all the
 barricades, crossing protections and sound abatements?  What is their benefit?  This proposed system will only
 generate a shadow along the east coast of Florida diminishing more of the cherished beauty and quality of life of
 living in Florida. This is not a future orientated plan.

Respectfully,

Barry G. Burge
18 Vista Palm Lane
Unit 204
Vero Beach, Florida 32962
Sent from my iPad
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From: Rachel Lapointe
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed train
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 4:43:18 PM

I am a resident of Vista Royale and I am against the high speed train proposal.
Rachel Lapointe

Sent from my iPad

mailto:rpl122933@aol.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Terry Laabs
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed train
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 2:43:10 PM

I'm opposed to this train coming through my Vero Beach community for many reasons: fire and
 rescue stations on the other side of track, ambulances on opposite side of track from hospitals,
 crossings are close to my community and homes where there will be many, many whistle
 soundings that will disrupt the quiet we do have, property values are just starting to go up from
 the "crash" and these trains will send it downward again.  Many of our favorite eateries and other
 businesses are very close (a matter of yards) to the tracks, we can see these businesses closing
 due to lack of business.  I suspect there will be much more freight trains than passengers and I
 can imagine long waits at these crossings.  We already have some very long trains with excess of
 50 or more cars. 
It seems there are other places to set up these trains, like in the center of the state along CR27 or
 possibly along the Florida turnpike/I95 IF it is really necessary to have more trains.  Folks are
 also wondering what the cost will be for passengers to travel from Miami to Orlando?  I can't see 
 family tourists paying for transportation to travel when they could have more movability with an
 auto.
I don't like my tax dollar being spent on something that I didn't get to vote upon.

mailto:terrybhs63@yahoo.com
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From: William Harrigan
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed train
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 12:13:43 PM

To whom it may concern,
I have a family with young children & we live 1/4 mile from the tracks in Hobe Sound. I am so against this high
 speed train!!!
Regards, Bill Harrigan
8167 SE Windjammer Way
Hobe Sound

Sent from my iPad
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From: Nancy Jones
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Nancy Jones
Subject: High Speed Train
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 2:49:02 PM

My husband and I think it is a mistake to route the high speed train through Martin and St.Lucie counties.  We can
 envision long lines of traffic backed up while the train goes through.  Since this is likely to happen many times a
 day, I think it is advisable to route the train to the western part of the county where there is less traffic.
Bob and Nancy Jones
3715 SE Middle St.
Stuart, Fl 34997
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From: bab54
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Trains along Treasure Coast of Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 5:11:32 PM

Twenty years ago we spent a long time searching the state of Florida for the ideal
 place to retire.  We found it in Martin County.  We have been so happy here, and
 while there have been many changes over the years, it still has a quality  of life that
 is hard to find anywhere.

We strongly object to the AAF trains that are proposed through this area.  It will be
 unsafe for everyone, it will destroy the quiet, laid back atmosphere here, and it will
 ruin our tourism.  The boating industry and recreational boating will be devastated.

There are very few successful high-speed trains in the entire world.  We do not
 believe the trains through the Treasure Coast could be remotely successful.

PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW THIS PROJECT TO RUIN THIS BEAUTIFUL AREA AND
 SPOIL SO MANY LIVES.

Barbara and Edward Battey
1140 S. W. Chapman Way
Palm City, Florida  34990
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From: Eileen Healy
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Trains in Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:31:22 AM

Please review plans and consider tracks along I-95, tracks along the
 Florida Turnpike or the CSX tracks.  All of these routes are more direct
 than Miami to Cocoa Beach to Orlando and many of the miles of track
 would run through open land NOT affecting marine industry, property
 values, pedestrian (yes, in some communties people walk to the water
 and will have to cross your train tracks) as well as vehicle traffic, etc.

There is absolutely no benefit to the beautiful coastal communities that
 you plan to run 32 trains daily! 

NO ALL ABOARD FLORIDA from Miami to Cocoa Beach to Orlando!  

Mary Healy
5817 Pine Ridge Cir
Vero Beach, FL

mailto:enghealy@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Wilette Murphy
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed trains thru stuart fla
Date: Friday, November 7, 2014 5:27:24 PM

NO!! This is our worst nightmare!  I have lived here in Stuart Fla for 33 years.. We have painstakingly built our
 little town up to be avery fun funky tourist/locals friendly town!  Thousands of hard earned money has gone into
 restoring this town. The tracks separate a newly developed part of town with new shops and restaurants that we can
 walk to. This project will destroy everything we have worked for here! Please!! Hear us!! The tracks can go out
 west of here.. Creating jobs.. We beg you ! Hear our little voice.. We are saying NO!keep this away from our
 beautiful town .. Come and see us for yourself! Thankyou, Wilette Murphy
Sent from my iPhone
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From: URSULA LEAHY
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed trains
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 12:28:15 PM

From: ruleahy@msn.com
To: AAF_comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed trains
Date: Wed, 3 Dec 2014 11:56:36 -0500

We do not want non-stop, high speed trains running through Indian River County multiple
 times per day. Your proposal offers no service, or benefit, to residents and tourists here in
 Indian River County.  Further, your proposed non-stop high speed trains will cause traffic
 problems, noise problems and added danger all along the line to both people and wildlife. 
 Send your trains on an inland route directly from West Palm Beach to Orlando, not through
 our communities and downtown areas.
Robert and Ursula Leahy
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From: patticroswell@juno.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Trains
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 3:50:00 PM

Why would we on the Treasure Coast want up to 32 daily high speed trains racing through our
 towns, stopping traffic, causing air and noise pollution.  This will absolutely destroy the
 serenity  of our communities and adversely affect our lives, our tourism, our safety and peace
 of mind.
Absolutely no to these trains which will benefit a few large communities and destroy many
 small communities.
 
Patricia Croswell
Vero Beach, FL

____________________________________________________________
Heavy rains mean flooding
Anywhere it rains it can flood. Learn your risk. Get flood insurance.
floodsmart.gov
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From: Sheila Ledbetter
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: high speed trains
Date: Thursday, October 23, 2014 11:41:08 AM

I would like to register my objection - in the strongest possible terms - to the proposed high
 speed trains passing through The Treasure Coast in general, and Vero Beach in particular. If
 approved, this would go against EVERY aspect of this community and my reasons for
 choosing to live in and invest in Vero Beach for the past twenty years or so. Sheila Ledbetter
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From: Harold Lee
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Trains
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 12:11:23 PM

I want to go on record as being opposed to the proposed plan to run the multiple trains through
 the Treasure Coast

Harold Lee
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From: Mark & terry
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed trains
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 3:00:57 PM

This is a maneuver to use publicly garranteed funds for personal gain. The csx boys will get their track up graded
 and ready for more and longer trains out of Miami's newly renovated port.  Passenger trains in this country have
 never paid for themselves,only freight pays.  STOP this theft of public funds now.  Move to the west and build
 another track for your passenger rail service along side the freight line . 

Sent from my iPad
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From: Comcast
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High-Speed Trains
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 9:45:15 PM

The high-speed trains are a no win for VB.  Our wonderful environment will be ever changed with increased noise
 and daily inconvenience with no benefits for VB or it's residents. 

Sent from my iPhone
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From: pavallier
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Hi-speed rail
Date: Friday, November 7, 2014 8:05:12 AM

A great idea BUT it has to go inland.   Hi-density rail traffic through downtown Stuart will cut-off the city and shut
 down the inter coastal passage to the west coast.

Paul Vallier
2600 S. Kanner Hwy,  S-1
Stuart, Fl 34994
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From: Bill Patacchia
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Hi-speed train.
Date: Sunday, September 21, 2014 7:02:43 PM

Hi:
                     My wife and I see no need for a high-speed train to go by here to Orlando.   
                     It makes no stops here so why have it bother us at all?
Why don't you run it up the center of Florida where it won't bother anybody and go straight to
 Orlando??
                     It is going to be a danger to us seniors...
Bill & Joan Patacchia
Fort Pierce, Florida  34982
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From: K R
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Hobe Sound Florida impact by AAF
Date: Saturday, September 27, 2014 5:32:45 AM

Dear Mr. Winkle.

As a concerned citizen of the geographical area of Florida's East coast wetlands and surrounds, I urge you to
 consider carefully the impact of this proposed project well into the future.

Please consider the next twenty years, but more importantly, the next half-century or much further.  

There are multiple national and state wildlife areas affected by 32 passenger trains per Day!  The Jonathan
 Dickinson State refuge as well as the sanctuary are literally ON the proposed pathway.    Many State Parks, The
 Seabranch Preserve, The Atlantic Ridge,  The Savannas Preserve is on the tracks, St. Sebastian River, and many,
 many wildlife areas would be directly affected with completely unknown consequences.   There are rare and
 protected species here.

Please urge all representatives of your board and decision makers to have this proposal change the route through
 Florida that does not affect wetlands and sensitive environment, but passes through agricultural lands and non-
fragile environment.   Those alternate railroad tracks exist now!; West of the proposed route.

Please vote down this project.

We are citizens who live here and work here and we do not want or need our lifestyle or the lives of thousands of
 species who have no voice to be radically changed for no other reason than greed.  This railroad project has never
 determined with any study that it is a sound business to provide a real service - to the contrary; it is a real estate,
 New York hedge fund grab for low interest federal loans and to build projects on extremely low cost acquired
 land... in the 1930's by Henry Flagler.  This has no real justification in the 21st century.

Please help all you can.  Thank you.

Sincerely,
Karl Richardson
7997 SE Villa Cir
Hobe Sound, FL 33455

mailto:karmel@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Miller, William
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Sylvia Pelizza; Rolf Olson
Subject: Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge Comments for the All Aboard Florida Passenger Rail Project from Orlando to

 Miami, Florida
Date: Friday, November 28, 2014 1:29:48 PM
Attachments: HobeSoundNationalWildlifeRefuge_Comments_AllAboardFloridaRailProject_November2014.pdf

To the Attention of Mr. John Winkle

Please accept the attached Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) comments for the
 All Aboard Florida (AAF) passenger rail project from Orlando to Miami, Florida

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and your cooperation in the effort to protect fish
 and wildlife resources.  If you and any questions regarding this project, please contact me via
 email at william_g_miller@fws.gov; or via phone at 772-546-6414  x204.

Sincerely yours,

Bill Miller, Refuge Manager
Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge

Bill Miller, Refuge Manager
Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge
13640 SE Federal Hwy
P.O. Box 645
Hobe Sound, FL 33475
772-546-6141x204(o)
561-248-9021(c)
772-545-7572(f)
william_g_miller@fws.gov
http://www.fws.gov/hobesound/

mailto:william_g_miller@fws.gov
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From: timjb66@yahoo.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Hold The Train
Date: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 4:40:17 PM

Take your train and shove it up Obama’s ass 

Sent from Windows Mail

mailto:timjb66@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: cdsailor11@gmail.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Home on St. Lucie River
Date: Thursday, September 25, 2014 11:01:43 AM

To whom it may concern,

My wife and I are lifelong cruisers from CT.  I was impressed with the East Coast of Florida and
 its easy access to the ocean.  We moved into a condo on the St. Lucie river in 2002 after living
 aboard our 36” sailboat for 5 years.  The condo is in Circle Bay Yacht Club, near the Palm City
 Bridge and in relatively protected areas.  I purchased a 26 ft. Wellcraft fishing boat that I knew
 would not go under the railroad bridge, if it was down.  I have experience with taking trawlers
 and other power boats through that bridge and others on the Intercoastal.  I have waited to
 pass under the Stuart bridge for up to 45 minutes when two trains were coming. It has
 been annoying but not “show stopping”. 

This is now “show stopping” for boating in this area AND we are being forced to help pay for
 it! I cannot imagine waiting for the number of trains predicted at that Stuart old rusty railroad
 bridge.  I sold my boat last year because of the changes here in the river.  Now you are going
 to remove the access we have had to cleaner water.  I cannot live long enough to wait every
 day for that number of trains to go fishing. 

Dennis Robinett
1950 SW Palm City Rd. 12-301
Stuart, FL 34994

Sent from Windows Mail

mailto:cdsailor11@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Joan Dollinger
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I am a supporter of this project.
Date: Thursday, September 25, 2014 4:23:32 PM

I am a supporter of this project. 

Sent from Joan Dollinger's iPhone. 

mailto:sdoll@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: janice heitzman
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I AM AGAINST THE TRAIN
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 12:14:05 PM

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

PLEASE STOP THE PROGRESS OF THE ALL ABOARD RAILROAD MOVEMENT IN FLORIDA.

THIS TRAIN WILL RUIN OUR QUIET WAY OF LIFE IN PORT ST LUCIE AND STUART, FLORIDA.

THE CITIZENS WHO LIVE HERE DO NOT WANT THE TRAIN, DO NOT WANT THE NOISE,

DO NOT WANT THIS INTERFERENCE IN OUR LIFESTYLES.  THIS IS NOT PROGRESS.

IT SERVES NO USEFUL PURPOSE EXCEPT TO INCREASE VISITORS TO DISNEYWORLD.

IN ADDITION, IT IS A MONEY MAKING VEHICLE FOR THE RAILROAD BUSINESS AND WILL

NOT BENEFIT OUR PEACEFUL AREA ONE DIME. IT WILL CREATE HAVOC AND DISTURBANCE.

STOP THE ALL ABOARD RAILROAD MOVEMENT IN FLORIDA.

A FLORIDIAN RESIDENT SINCE 1989,

A CONCERNED CITIZEN,

JANICE HEITZMAN
PORT ST. LUCIE, FLORIDA

mailto:janiceheitzman@att.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Kirtis Douglas
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I am not aboard the new trains....
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 7:16:33 AM

We live close to the railroad tracks and do not want more trains running through our
 neighborhood. Let them take their trains to the west. Makes more sense!
Thank you,
Kirtis Douglas

mailto:douglaskirtis@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Jane
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I am not All Aboard
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 7:25:36 AM

Why tie up all the boat and car traffic an addition 32 times a day to take a FEW passengers to Orlando?  After
 departing West Palm Beach, cut west and use existing tracks that run up through the center of the State. 

How can you make a profit?  I know Amtrack and TriRail aren't. 

Justine Jane Ball
Stuart, Fl

mailto:janehobesound@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Fleetwood Chesnutt
To: AAF_Comments_Reply
Subject: I am speaking up against the All Aboard Florida
Date: Thursday, December 4, 2014 5:43:30 PM

My husband and I are Floridians.  Born and raised on the East Coast.  We have raised a family here,
 are local business owners and still have a large family living in Vero Beach Florida.  My husband and I
 are against All Aboard Florida.  Our address is 6466 55th Square, Vero Beach, Fl.  The closest fire
 station is on the other side of the tracks from our home as well as the beach, the river and closest
 grocery store, post office and several of our family members.  We will not benefit from this venture
 and it will have a serious negative impact of our everyday lives.   It is my opinion that to be a success
 the tracks should be west of the major population centers along the river on the east coast.
 
Fleetwood and Jan L. Chesnutt
FleetwoodChesnutt@att.net
Home office 772-562-8921
Cell 772-913-1380
 

mailto:fleetwoodchesnutt@att.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=6f443a89df8149c4949d741a40776144-AAF_Comment


From: Bob Poller
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I object to a high speed rail system through my community, Hobe Sound, Stuart,
Date: Sunday, September 21, 2014 2:15:22 PM

I object to a high speed rail system running through my community.
Hobe Sound, Stuart, Palm City, Port St Lucie to Ft Pierce, Vero are not
the mega cities of WPB, FTL, and Miami.   

I feel AAF  will add unwanted  accident risks, injury to the elderly or disabled, and children at
 play or riding bikes over the crossings or around cluttered round abouts, as cars await for the
 trains to pass.

AAF has no response to people's feelings...taxpayers who will be charged
in many ways, to upkeep their at grade crossings,and ruin the audio  of calm
waters in the Indian River Lagoon and rivers that run into it.  You will ram and
bust the silence of nature, the chatter of birds, and chase off animals as
you go through or near protected parks.   You'll scare the feathers and fur
off many of our wild neighbors.  You are not wanted 
in our quiet low key communities.  
 
Run your trains along the Turnpike out of residents' backyards.
Don't make me stop for your commercial ventures that chug through
my part of Florida's paradise.  You can't do "substantially straight line" traffic with more than
 shallow curves.  Florida is not like that.

Your efforts never highlight that the primary users of your trains would
include local residents.   You'll not fill your seats with locals, and that
means tourists...who primarily want more than Mickey Mouse...and that's
all you have to offer.   Ummm, maybe freight when your high speed fails.

Bob Poller, Port St Lucie, FL     
Plan 2.  Follow the Turnpike, and stay out of the cities and residential areas.       Trade your
 FEC tracks for some new rails along beautiful,
Florida countryside and ranches, next to the Turnpike.

 

mailto:pollerbob@gmail.com
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From: David Dale
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I object to AAF
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 1:35:12 PM

Words can hardly express how angry I am that the men behind AAF knowingly and willingly intend to damage me, my family and my neighbors. To
 add insult to injury they even have the effrontery to want me, as a taxpayer, to pay for the damage.  This is like forcing prisoners to dig their own
 graves.

If the FRA approves this loan it will simply prove that, once again,  the wealthy control the government and that the FRA is just a tool of the wealthy. 
 In this case you are just as guilty as the people behind AAF in having no sense of community and no sense of decency.

David Dale
4701 S. Indian River Drive
Ft. Pierce, FL 34982
772-595-0929

mailto:ddale1st@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: overboard
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I Oppose AAF
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 7:39:52 PM

Another Day of being late to an appointment because of a 100 car freight train coming through Port
 Salerno.  OK, I can deal with that once or twice a day.  Bringing 32 passenger trains through our
 town, even 5 cars at a time will surely negatively impact our way of life here.   Could you image 32
 crossings????  With two tracks, more freight cars no doubt will be coming through our town as
 well.  I tried to keep an open mind on this but I have come to the realization that the total
 inconvenience brought to our neighborhoods for something that will not benefit us at all.  I believe
 this to be another case of big business and investors not caring what hardships it imposes on the
 silent majority.  I am definitely against All Aboard Florida using the FEC tracks, they should move out
 west to use the existing tracks where the impact will be minimized.  
 
Bob Mazz
4800 SE Anchorage Drive
Stuart Fl, 34997

mailto:overboard4u@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Ruth Parsons
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I oppose All Aboard Florida
Date: Sunday, October 26, 2014 11:06:30 AM

I am concerned about potential delay at rail crossing for emergency response and law
 enforcement vehicles... My husband has a heart condition and the potential delay could mean
 the difference between life and death for him: I oppose All Aboard Florida.   

mailto:rruthparsons@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Maribeth Renne
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I oppose All Aboard Florida"s high-speed passenger rail.
Date: Sunday, November 9, 2014 9:53:38 AM

RE:  Florida's High-Speed Passenger Rail

As a resident of Vero Beach, Florida, I would like to voice my oppostion to the proposed All Aboard Florida.  

I have concerns that the quality of life in our Treasure Coast communities will be greatly diminished.  On the flip
 side, we will derive no benefit from the project.  This project is clearly not for the greater good of most citizens of
 Florida -- it is for the greater good of only a fraction of the people in a handful of cities.  

Please think of the majority of residents and not just the chosen few before making this decision. 

 

Maribeth
 
Maribeth D. Renne, CMF
Internationally Certified Career Management Fellow
Ambassador and Former Governor, Institute for Career Certification International
609 953 8853 (office)
609 668 4191 (cell)
maribeth@maribethdrennecmf.com
www.maribethdrennecmf.com

mailto:maribeth_renne@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
mailto:maribeth@maribethdrennecmf.com


From: Carol Vyhonsky
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I OPPOSE the All Aboard Florida project!
Date: Saturday, October 11, 2014 4:33:39 PM

I am writing during the public comment period to inform you that I am a resident of
 Melbourne, Brevard County, Florida.   The proposed route of the train will take it right
 through my hometown, with no stops.   I am OPPOSED to this project due to the negative
 impact it will have on my community with regard to traffic issues, the high speed of the train,
 maintenance of the tracks, noise issues and taxpayer cost.     There are only NEGATIVES for us
 in Brevard County, NO positives!  
 
Thank you for allowing me to submit my comment.
 
 
Carol Vyhonsky
Melbourne, Florida

mailto:cvyhonsky@earthlink.net
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From: Geoff Sluggett
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I Support All Aboard FL!
Date: Tuesday, September 23, 2014 9:26:38 AM

Dear Mr. Winkle,
 
I am writing to show my full support for the All Aboard Florida project. I grew up here in West
 Palm Beach. In fact, I grew up less than ¼ mike from the FEC rail corridor. Trains in this area
 are a part of our everyday life. We have tri rail that runs on another rail line that has been a
 valuable transposition alternative. Our answer to transportation improvement in S. Florida
 has been to add more lanes to I-95 and the Turnpike. We have to start looking at other
 alternatives besides the passenger car. All of the opposing comments are bogus. The silent
 majority of folks are supportive of this project and see it as a way to make Florida an
 economic driver that will make Florida the leading state in the country. Thank you.
 

Geoff Sluggett
Geoffrey B. Sluggett & Associates, Inc.
500 S. Australian Ave., Suite 710
West Palm Beach, FL 33401
Tel. 561.689.2202
Fax 561.689.8380
Email: GBS@Sluggett.com
Sluggett.com
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From: Ward Viator
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I support All Aboard Florida!
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 10:43:46 AM

Attn: John Winkle

I would like to offer my full support to the All Aboard project. I am a native of Fort Lauderdale, Florida 
and spent much of my youth and adulthood in coastal activities in Broward, Palm Beach and Martin 
Counties. Some of my earliest life's memories are in Stuart, Florida and there is nothing that  I would 
want to negatively impact this town over the long term.  I strongly believe that with many more tourist 
and business travelers passing through the downtown area of Stuart and see this charming location, 
they will be certain to return and enjoy all the wonderful treasures there on a more leisurely basis.

The All Aboard Florida project is certainly the most promising development to occur in Florida over the 
last 50 years. It will be transformative to those of us who live and travel this state often. I can't wait to get
 out of my car and onto a train. 

Thank you,

Ward

Ward Viator | The Viator Company 
(ward@viatorcompany.com) | Phone 813.289.2933 | Cell 813.230.7996 |
4301 Anchor Plaza Parkway | Suite 400 | Tampa, FL  33634

mailto:ward@viatorcompany.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
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From: Ali Soule
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I support All Aboard Florida
Date: Friday, September 19, 2014 5:18:49 PM

All Aboard Florida is a much-needed project for the state of Florida. With our increasing population and congestion, we must look toward
 alternative mobility choices to get people off of the roads and into transit. All Aboard Florida will benefit the environment. The service will
 reduce emissions, reduce congestion and noise impacts along the route. It will also create significant economic impact for the entire
 state. For all of these reasons, I support All Aboard Florida. 

Thank you, 
Ali Soule
Miami, FL 

mailto:absoule@yahoo.com
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From: Mark
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I Support All Aboard Florida
Date: Sunday, November 30, 2014 10:58:55 PM

I support All Aboard Florida all the way from up here in New York State. My family and several relatives
 have often gone down to Florida many times before but unfortunately have to use bus service to and
 from the Major Airports in Florida (either Orlando & Miami). The Railroad would be a good deal for
 everybody in general in the region of the proposed Rail Line. Also, I would ignore those who oppose the
 project (most notably the Not All Aboard Florida Group). This is the Florida East Coast's Right of Way
 and the Railroad owns the Right of Way, it's not under the identity of Public Property but PRIVATE
 PROPERTY, property of which the FEC Owns. The FEC Railway has every right to do what it feels it
 wants to do with the land they own. I say the project goes forward, anything to get away from the
 Interstate Mess in the Major Cities of Miami or Orlando. 

Mark Lacari
sonnyy92@aim.com

mailto:sonnyy92@aim.com
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From: Shirley Mckenzie
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I think this is a waste of tax payer money and should be totally canceled
Date: Friday, September 19, 2014 5:39:56 PM

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:smaust2@aol.com
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From: Robin Makowski
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I Vote No
Date: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 3:52:36 PM

We live a half-block from the railroad tracks and believe that our property value as well as our
 daily peace would be greatly affected by All Aboard Florida, which would not otherwise
 benefit the Treasure Coast community at all.  I also believe the whole project is being sold as
 something for commuters but is untimately an excuse to put in tracks in order to transport
 more gas and oil through our neighborhoods.  That remains to be seen.

We residents of the Treasure Coast are NOT on board.

-- 
Robin Lee Makowski
Art Studio Coordinator
The Elliott Museum
825 NE Ocean Boulevard
Stuart, FL 34996
772-225-1961, ex 121

Fall art classes for adults have begun!  Our new Fall schedule is online at www.elliottmuseum.org.  Sign up
 online, at the Front Desk, or call 772-225-1961.  Classes fill quickly - don't get left out!

mailto:rmakowski@elliottmuseumfl.org
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From: galemrobertson@gmail.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I
Date: Thursday, October 30, 2014 9:08:30 AM

I would like to voice my disapproval of All Aboard Florida’s plan for a high speed rail from
 Miami to Orlando.  I have seen no concrete evidence that there is sufficient need for this for
 commuting between Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/& West Palm Beach to reach a destination via rail
 to Orlando which could justify the expense or the negative impact.

Living off the far eastern end of Cove Road in Stuart, I have seen the impact of the freight rails
 on our neighborhood.  This is a pre-existing situation which I must accept (including the noise
 & impact upon traffic) but I feel the “commuter” rail to Orlando is both unnecessary and only
 a burden on everyone except inner-city Miami & the politicians who have benefitted from
 campaign donations from the investors in All Aboard Florida!!!

Why take a “commuter” rail to the sprawling Orlando area and it’s varied but far-reaching
 attractions and/or businesses…you’d still need to find local transportation or rent a car.  Let’s
 be practical; this is not a good plan.

Oh, here comes a freight train…even with all windows closed and a goodly distance from the
 tracks, I am listening to the engineer blowing his warnings at each crossing.  Why would I
 want more of that for a program which does not serve the needs of the VAST majority of
 Floridians?????

Sent from Windows Mail

mailto:galemrobertson@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: pmerr8448
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Impact of AAFtrains
Date: Monday, October 27, 2014 10:20:07 AM

My name is Peggy Merritt and I live in a manufactured home in Hobe Sound.
 I recently retired as a Realtor after over 30 years in Hobe Sound selling to many
 people that now live close to the "tracks" that run through our neighborhoods. My
 home vibrates when the current trains run through.
Adding the additional trains speeding through Hobe Sound would seriously affect our
 quality of life and our Real Estate values would definitely go down and our "Small
 town atmosphere" would be gone as well as the safety of our roads

Please, Please seriously consider locating these trains west of Martin County where
 they would have a more direct route through a less densely populated area. Thank
 you.

mailto:pmerr8448@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: LARRY
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: IMPACT OF ALL ABOARD FLORIDA ON EAST CENTRAL FLORIDA
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 3:27:07 PM
Attachments: no train.docx
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PUBLIC RESPONSE TO THE “ALL ABOARD FLORIDA” PROPOSAL

BY BEVERLY HALL

PALM CITY, FL

WE CAN CONCLUDE THAT THE “ALL ABOARD FLORIDA” BUSINESS PLAN IS NOT VIABLE BECAUSE UNSUBSIDIZED PASSENGER TRAINS IN THE US HAVE NOT BEEN PROFITABLE AND BECAUSE THE PROPONENTS OF “ALL ABOARD FLORIDA” WOULD SHOW THE PLAN TO THE PUBLIC IF IT WERE ECONOMICALLY VIABLE.

WE CAN ALSO CONCLUDE THAT THE DETRIMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PLAN ARE TREMENDOUS.

THE PROPOSED SCHEDULE OF “ALL ABOARD FLORIDA” TRAINS COMBINED WITH FREIGHT TRAIN TRAFFIC WOULD AFFECTIVELY PREVENT BOATS FROM PASSING UNDER THE ROOSEVELT BRIDGE DURING DAYLIGHT HOURS WHICH HAS THE FOLLOWING CONSEQUENCES:

*THE TREASURE COAST MARINE INDUSTRY WOULD BE HURT VERY SEVERELY.

*THE VALUE OF ALL THE WATERFRONT PROPERTY WEST OF THE ROOSEVELT BRIDGE AND ON THE OKEECHOBEE WATERWAY WOULD BE REDUCED SIGNIFICANTLY (PROBABLY OVER 20 %).

*DAYTIME PASSAGE TO AND FROM THE OKEECHOBEE WATERWAY WOULD BE ELIMINATED.

*IF OCCASIONAL BRIEF OPENINGS DO OCCUR, BOATS WOULD BE CROWDED TOGEATHER AND ATTEMPTS TO PASS THROUGH DURING THE BRIEF OPENINGS WOULD RESULT IN VERY HAZARDOUS PASSAGE.

*SOME NIGHT PASSAGE MIGHT BE POSSIBLE BUT IT WOULD BE MUCH MORE HAZARDOUS THAN DAYTIME PASSAGE ESPECIALLY FOR NOVICE BOATERS.

THE POSSIBILITY OF “ALL ABOARD FLORIDA” WITH 32 PASSENGER TRAINS PER DAY AND THE ANTICIPATED INCREASED FREIGHT TRAIN TRAFFIC RUNNING ALONG THE BEAUTIFUL, QUAINT, POPULATED CENTRAL EASTCOAST OF FLORIDA IS AN OUTRAGE. THIS INCREASED TRAIN TRAFFIC REDUCES PROPERTY VALUES, REDUCES TOURISM, REDUCES LOCAL AND MARINE BUSINESS ACTIVITY, INCREASES TRAFFIC CONGUSTION, AND DESTROYS THE CHARACTER OF OUR COASTAL TOWNS. THE COSTS TO THE PUBLIC OF IMPLEMENTING “ALL ABOARD FLORIDA” ON THE COASTAL FLORIDA RAIL LINE ARE ORDERS OF MAGNITUDE GREATER THAN THE COSTS REQUIRED TO BUILD A 2ND RAIL LINE THROUGH THE CENTER OF THE STATE THAT WOULD PASS THROUGH SPARSLEY POPULATED AREAS  AND PROVIDE A MORE DIRECT ROUTE TO ORLANDO. THE COSTS TO THE PUBLIC AND THE DAMAGE TO EAST CENTRAL FLORIDA’S COMMUNITIES CAUSED BY “ALL ABOARD FLORIDA” ARE AN OUTRAGE MADE EVEN MORE EGREGIOUS BECAUSE WE ,THE TAXPAYERS, ARE BEING FORCED TO PROVIDE THE FINANCING.

ADDITIONALLY, I BELIEVE THAT THE PUBLIC OUTCRY WOULD BE MUCH STRONGER IF THE PUBLIC HAD NOT BEEN CONVINCED THAT “ALL ABOARD FLORIDA”WAS A “DONE DEAL”.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONCIDERATION.

BEVERLY HALL

PALM CITY FLORIDA



From: Jane Grant
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Impact of All Aboard Florida on Fort Lauderdale International Boat Show
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 3:00:42 PM
Attachments: Letter from Efrem Zimbalist III.pdf

Attached please find comments from Efrem Zimbalist III, CEO of Show Management, the
 company that produces the Fort Lauderdale International Boat Show, regarding the potential
 impact of All Aboard Florida on the boat show and the local marine services industry.

Jane Grant
Pierson Grant Public Relations
6301 Northwest 5th Way, Suite 2600
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33309
(954) 776 – 1999, ext. 224
jgrant@piersongrant.com

Partner agencies in 100 cities worldwide

mailto:jgrant@piersongrant.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
mailto:jgrant@piersongrant.com







From: peppy1960@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Impact of trains
Date: Thursday, October 30, 2014 2:05:56 PM

We are opposed to this Boondoggle! Many safety issues, destruction of our cities and towns
 along the Treasure Coast, high speed trains belong on the tracks West .........and we
 understand that freight trains will significantly increase .  Lives could be lost because of the
 delays of emergency vehicles. It does not make sense to have 32 trains+ 'running through
 highly populated areas with no protection and not just the crossings!!! How about the miles
 and miles of unprotected track!!
Move your train out West!!

Marilyn and Jimmy Evans
Hobe Sound, FL

Sent from AOL Mobile Mail

mailto:peppy1960@aol.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Your Realestate advisor
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Impact study all aboard Questions
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 12:27:27 PM

1.  While the overpass is being constructed at the Pineda Causeway there will not be a quiet
 zone at crossing number 272863R (it is not even being considered in the application process).
  Will you be taking that into account when you determine any severe noise impacts on the
 surrounding properties?  What mitigation will be required to account for any severe noise
 impacts caused by the lack of quiet zones during this time?

Jinger Knox
321-288-1689

mailto:jingerk@msn.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Your Realestate advisor
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Impact Study questions All Aboard
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 10:39:15 AM

1. Do the high speed trains and freight trains create independent noise impacts or are they
 combined into one impact?  In other words are you taking my ambient reading from my area without
 any trains or with the existing trains on the track?  

2. What is the severe impact level at my specific property 2720 pine cone drive, Melbourne, fl 32940 and when
 was it determined? 

3.  What is the projected impact level at my specific property (above) after the addition of 32 trains (with and
 without quiet zones)?

4.  What type of "mediation" will you be recommending to reduce any noise that is considered above the severe
 level and will it be a mandatory requirement?

5.  What affect will the bridge being constructed on Pineda have on the noise level of surrounding properties?
  Considering reverberating noise created from under the bridge made by the trains.

6.   Will there still be a "frog" on the tracks north of Pineda after the installation of two tracks?

7.  Will there be increased coupling at the tracks north of Pineda after the implementation of the high speed rail?
  Will it create additional noise events and have they been accounted for in your noise studies?

Thank you for responding to each question. They are specific and should be answered specifically.

Jinger Knox
321-288-1689

mailto:jingerk@msn.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Walter Blake
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Implimentation of many high speed trains.
Date: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 1:55:24 PM

Dear Mr. Winkle:
 
As a resident of Vero Beach, FL, I am writing to you about future plans to add
 considerable more trains going through this town. We have far too many right
 now.
 
There are many articles about the financial motivation driving this project,
 with little to no concern about the human needs of the residents.
 
I have one question of you, Mr. Winkle. Do you have any children or parents?
 If you do, and lived in Vero Beach on the West side of the town, you would be
 very concerned about this ill conceived train plan. Since the hospital is on the
 East side of the tracks, how would you feel if someone in your family needed
 life threatening emergency treatment, but expired because a train was
 blocking them from getting to the hospital? Is the government or the train
 company going to assume any liability?
 
Since central Florida is covered with thousands of acres of vacant land, doesn't
 it just make common sense to consider that corridor for these high speed and
 potentially dangerous trains?
 
Instead of being bullied by politicians and big money, I'm sending you this
 email so that you, Mr. Winkle, show some genuine concern for the safety and
 health of our citizens.
 
God Bless,
 
Walter Blake     

mailto:wdboptions@comcast.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Peg and Jim
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Improve Florida
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 6:34:36 PM

Let's put our state before short term profits.  A beautiful coastal area will ensure our economic growth.  Set a good
 example for others wondering about the sanity of those in charge of Florida's future.
       
Peg Moore

mailto:pjmoore71@hotmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Peggy Moore
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Improve the state
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 2:25:18 PM

  If the state wants to create new jobs and improve tourism , it would only make common
 sense to move the tracks away from the coast.  New tracks for freight and the small amount
 of passenger travel would work better than trying to go through town after town on old
 improved tracks.  Rails to trails would increase the tourist trade for all those towns.  People
 come for the beautiful coast and the activities there.  
   The only problem with this change seems to be the cost to the people looking to make the
 big bucks.   Hopefully someone will be able to get a plan to make our state seem progressive
 and not just money hungry.
                             Peggy Moore

mailto:pjmoore71@hotmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Maryanne Wegerbauer
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: In Opposition
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 1:45:00 PM

I am firmly opposed to the All Aboard Florida proposal in its current form.
 Please consider moving the rail lines far enough inland (west) to alleviate
 the clearly negative impact the high speed trains as proposed would have
 on our Treasure Coast communities.

Maryanne Wegerbauer
4740 47th Court
Vero Beach, FL 32967

mailto:mweger@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Csunny34932
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: in regards to this high speed train
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 9:45:41 AM

The high speed train would have numerous bad effects on Stuart , FL and on Jensen Beach, FL.   There
 are a number of dangerous intersections and a very old draw bridge this train with go over.
 
Put this thing out west by the turnpike!!!    DO NOT PUT IN ON THE TRACKS THAT GO THRU THESE
 CHARMING CITIES.  YOU WILL RUIN THEM.
 
Carole Kugler
7965 Horned Lark Cir
Port St Lucie, FL 34952

mailto:csunny34932@aol.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: JTCinquemani
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: In Support of All Aboard Florida
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 3:06:57 PM
Attachments: Support Letter.docx

Please see attached letter of support.
 
Best,
JT Cinquemani
designer, urban planning and architectural design
canin associates
500 delaney avenue
orlando florida  32801
407.422.4040 ph  407.425.7427 fx
www.canin.com

DISCLAIMER OF LIABILITY- The data contained within this transmission and any attachments are the sole property of Canin Associates, Inc. (CA). 
 The user of this data assumes all liability resulting from such use and hereby releases CA from liability of any nature, expressed or implied relating to
 this data.  The information is intended only for the use of the person(s) named above and is subject to change at the discretion of CA.  If not the
 intended recipient, please contact the sender by replying to this email and destroying all copies of the original message.  It is imperative that the user
 check this data for viruses.

please think of the ENVIRONMENT before printing this email

 

mailto:jcinquemani@canin.com
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Mr. John Winkle

Federal Railroad Administration

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 

Room W38-311

Washington, DC 20590



Dear Mr. Winkle: 



Please accept this letter in support of the All Aboard Florida project. This new intercity, express passenger rail service will have significant economic benefits for the state of Florida through the creation of jobs, generation of economic impact and tax revenues and increased mobility options. The project is receiving international interest and positions Florida as a global competitor. 



Although the system’s current route is confined to central and south Florida, the economic benefits have statewide implications. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement states that All Aboard Florida is set to have $6.4B in direct economic impact to Florida’s economy over the next eight years and generate $653M in federal, state, and local governments revenue through 2021. The project will create over 10,000 jobs on average per year through the rail line construction and over 5,000 jobs on average per year after the rail line construction is completed through 2021.



All Aboard Florida underscores Florida’s relevance as a mega-region and as the first private, intercity passenger rail system in the entire nation. Supporting this project means supporting Florida’s economy, the creation of thousands of jobs, and an improved quality of life for our state. 



Sincerely, 



JT Cinquemani

Designer, Urban Planning and Architectural Design Canin Associates

500 Delaney Avenue

Orlando, Florida  32801

407.422.4040 ph.  407.425.7427 fx.

www.canin.com



From: Max Jaramillo Fertig
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Include a bike path...
Date: Tuesday, November 25, 2014 1:57:46 PM

Sirs:

Please consider a bike path parallel to the tracks all the way up from Miami to Fort Lauderdale
 to West Palm and beyond.

Such a modest investment; so many dividends.

Thank you for your time,

Max Jaramillo
2154 SW 25th Terrace
Miami, FL 33133

mailto:maxjaramillo@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: ALLEN JAGGARD
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Increased rail traffic
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 12:08:02 PM

We are residents at 9053 SE Anstis PL, Hobe Sound FL 33455. We live 1/2
 block west of the railroad line and as such are directly affected by
 every train that passes by.

The proximity of the rail road line to our home affects us in three
 specific ways:

     1. The vibration from the trains is felt within our house and is
 the source of cracks in our floors and foundation. Increased rail
 traffic will aggravate this situation.
 
     2. The sound of every train is heard within the house, which
 coincidentially is a block house with double pane hurricane windows.
 The addition of an additional 32 trains passing by would add to an
 already environmentally offensive noise problem.

     3. The plans for All-Aboard Florida have no economic benefit for
 Martin County and seems mostly to be oriented towards increasing
 revenues for the tourist industry in Orlando. The negative impact to
 areas other than Orlando far exceeds any possible benefit to the few
 areas served by planned train stations.

     In addition to the aforementioned reasons for our objecting to AAF,
 there is no conceivable way that the project can be cost beneficial. It
 is an economically unsound, ill-conceived, and environmentally
 offensive project that needs to be cancelled forthwith.

Sincerely,

Karen T. Jaggard

Allen C. Jaggard
9053 SE Anstis PL.
Hobe Sound FL 33455

mailto:acj33469@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: ANTHONY LANG
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Independent review
Date: Friday, October 3, 2014 11:39:01 AM

Dear sirs;

There are too many unanswered questions in this process.  And independent review
 of the impact and remediation planned should be conducted so that ALL parties may
 be satisfied.  Any review conducted by politicians or the railroads is bound to be
 predjudiced and weighted toward their opinions and desires.

This proposal only benefits two major metropolitan areas and puts the rest of the
 citizens of Palm Beach County at risk or at the very least, great inconvenience!

Anthony Lang
14691 Edna Way
Delray Beach, FL 33484

http://www.flickr.com/photos/allpa_561/

mailto:allpa@aol.com
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From: nnmcalpin@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Independent study
Date: Friday, October 3, 2014 12:17:35 PM

  I want to have my serious concerns added to the many citizens of south Florida, in,
 first, the concept of high speed trains in our area. You will destroy the small town life
 and lively hood, compromise our safety with blocking access to medical/rescue
  help,   just imagine if it's your child that needs medical immediate help, or perhaps
 your elderly mother or father.  And snag, block traffic for extreme amount of time
 waiting to cross the tracks.
 
 But the reason I'm writing at this moment is concerning the impact study report being
 drafted by YOU.  That's like having the wolf guarding the hen house !  Of course you
 are going to spin your report, no, make that...story....to color it all in favor of what you
 want.  We need an INDEPENDANT study drafted,  with INDEPENDANT facts, the
 real story. If you truly believed what you are saying to us, the people risking
 everything for your economic gains,  then you wouldn't be afraid of the TRUTH, if
 fact, you would encourage it.
 
I'm hoping you will stand up to the plate, and do the right thing, have an independent
 group find the facts.  Better yet, put the darn train out in our western corridor, then
 you would most likely be welcomed with open arms.
 
Nancy McAlpin
nnmcalpin@comcast.net

mailto:nnmcalpin@comcast.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
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From: Kate Pingolt Cotner
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Dylan Reingold
Subject: Indian River County Comments to the DEIS for the All Aboard Florida passenger rail project (Miami-Orlando)
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 3:28:04 PM
Attachments: Indian River County"s Comments to FRA.pdf

Dear Mr. Winkle,
 
I have attached Indian River County’s comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
 concerning All Aboard Florida’s proposed passenger rail service between Miami and Orlando,
 Florida.  Please be advised that Indian River County has also sent a hardcopy of its comments with
 exhibits via Fed-ex. The hardcopy should be arriving tomorrow.
 
Thank you in advance for your attention to this matter.
 
 

Kate Pingolt Cotner, Esq.
Assistant County Attorney
Indian River County
1801 27th Street
Vero Beach, Florida 32960-3365
kcotner@ircgov.com
Phone: (772) 226-1406
 
Under Florida law, e-mail addresses are public records. If you do not want your e-mail address released
 in response to a public-records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this
 office by phone or in writing.

P Before printing this e-mail, think if it is necessary. Think Green!
 

mailto:kcotner@ircgov.com
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The Board of County Commissioners of Indian River County, Florida 


Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation for the              


All Aboard Florida, Orlando to Miami, Florida Intercity Passenger Rail Project 


The Board of County Commissioners of Indian River County, Florida (the “Board”) respectfully 


submits these comments to the Federal Railroad Administration (“FRA”) with regard to the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”), and Section 4(f) Evaluation dated September 2014 


prepared for All Aboard Florida, Orlando to Miami, Florida Intercity Passenger Rail Project (the 


“Proposed Project”).  The Proposed Project’s sponsor, All Aboard Florida – Operations LLC 


(“AAF”), has applied for $1.875 billion dollars in federal funds through the Railroad Rehabilitation 


and Improvement Financing (“RRIF”) program, which is administered by the FRA. 1 


The DEIS was prepared to assist the FRA in satisfying its obligations with respect to the Proposed 


Project under the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), 42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq., and 


applicable NEPA requirements, including the regulations adopted by the Council on Environmental 


Quality (“CEQ”), appearing at 40 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508,  FRA’s regulations appearing at 49 C.F.R. 


§ 260.35, FRA’s “Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts” published at 64 Fed. Reg. 28545 


(5/26/1999) (“FRA NEPA Procedures”), and Order 5610.1C “Procedures for Considering Environmental 


Impacts” issued by the United States Department of Transportation (“USDOT”) (9/18/1979) 


(“USDOT NEPA Procedures”) (attached as Exhibit A).  


NEPA requires that “to the fullest extent possible” an environmental impact statement (“EIS”): (i) 


disclose and assess the impacts of major federal actions significantly affecting the environment; and 


(ii) consider the reasonable alternatives to such actions and mitigation measures that would avoid or 


minimize those impacts.  See 42 U.S.C. § 4332; 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1.  The fundamental purpose of 


these requirements is to ensure that federal decision-makers understand the short and long-term 


impacts of their actions, and how such impacts might be addressed, before they take action.  


For the reasons discussed in detail below, the Board believes that the DEIS does not take a “hard 


look” at the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project, and fails to provide FRA with the 


information needed to satisfy its obligations under NEPA.  In particular, the Board has identified a 


number of potentially significant environmental impacts that were not adequately addressed in the 


DEIS, and others that were not examined at all.   


Moreover, the DEIS contains information intended to satisfy Section 106 of the National Historic 


Preservation Act (“Section 106”), 16 U.S.C. § 470 et seq., which requires federal agencies to consider 


the effect of their undertakings on historic resources, through a consultation process that requires 


that local governments be invited to participate.  FRA failed to follow this mandatory process by 


electing not to invite most local governments, including Indian River County (the “County”), to 


participate.  As a result, the DEIS missed several historic resources within the County, and probably 


many others in localities that also were not invited to join in the Section 106 consultation.  FRA 


                                                           
1
  On March 15, 2013, AAF submitted two RRIF loan applications to FRA for a total of $1.875 billion. 
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cannot, therefore, satisfy its Section 106 obligations based on the information presented in the 


DEIS.   


Likewise, the Section 4(f) Evaluation prepared for the Proposed Project is fundamentally flawed. 


That analysis is supposed to assist FRA in protecting  publicly owned parklands, recreation areas, or 


historic sites of national, State, or local significance. Under  Section 4(f) of the Department of 


Transportation Act of 1966, Pub. L. 89-670 (1966) (now codified at 49 U.S.C. § 303(c)), FRA is 


prohibited from approving any project that would “use” a Section 4(f) resource unless it finds: (1) 


there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that resource; and (2) the program or project 


includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the resource resulting from the use.  49 U.S.C. § 


303(c); FRA NEPA Procedures § 12, 64 Fed. Reg. 28552.  As discussed in the comments below, the 


Board believes the Section 4(f) Evaluation fails to identify or assess the effects of the Proposed 


Project on significant Section 4(f) resources, and does not provide FRA with a sound basis for 


issuing findings under Section 4(f).   


Similarly, the DEIS does not provide the analysis needed for a consistency determination under the 


federal Coastal Zone Management Act (“CZMA”), 16 U.S.C. § 1451 et seq.  


In light of the serious deficiencies the Board has identified in the DEIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation, 


the Board is deeply concerned that the Proposed Project has already advanced well beyond the 


preliminary planning stage, and gives the appearance of becoming a fait accompli.  FRA has allowed 


AAF to segment the environmental review of the Miami to West Palm Beach component (“Phase 


I”) from other portions of the Proposed Project, and construction of Phase I has begun without a 


cumulative analysis of the impacts of the Proposed Project as a whole.  Moreover, according to 


FRA’s “On-Site Engineering Report – Part 2 for All Aboard Florida” at 2 (9/23/2014) (attached as 


Exhibit B), engineering plans for portions of the Proposed Project running through (at least) 


Brevard and Indian River Counties are expected to be advanced to 90% by March 2015.  Perhaps 


most alarming are statements within the DEIS itself that FRA has already made key determinations 


with regard to the Proposed Project at such an early point in the environmental review process that 


it did not even have the benefit of NEPA documentation to inform its decision-making.  For 


example, the DEIS states “FRA has determined that the significant delays, costs, and risks associated 


with the use of elevated structures make raising any of the corridor bridges not feasible.”  DEIS at 


5-27.   


The Board notes that NEPA prohibits federal agencies and applicants for federal agency approvals 


or funding from taking actions that would limit the choice of alternatives or otherwise signal 


premature approval of the application in advance of completion of the NEPA process.  See FRA 


NEPA Procedures § 7(c), 64 Fed. Reg. 28549; 49 C.F.R. § 260.35(e); 40 C.F.R. § 1506.1. Typically, 


agencies within the USDOT use preliminary design work to prepare relevant NEPA documentation, 


in recognition of the fact that advancing design beyond that stage could tip the agency towards a 


commitment to a particular course of action without a fair and balanced consideration of reasonable 


alternatives.   
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To summarize the problems identified in these comments, the DEIS is grossly inadequate and 


precludes a meaningful analysis of the Proposed Project.  The Board, therefore, requests that no 


further action be taken by FRA to advance the Proposed Project, unless and until a supplemental 


DEIS is prepared, and the subsequent requirements of NEPA, Section 4(f), Section 106 and the 


CZMA are fully satisfied. See 40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(c); FRA NEPA Procedures § 13(e), 64 Fed. Reg. 


28554.  


Set forth below are the Board’s comments on the DEIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation.  Also attached, 


and incorporated into the Board’s comments, are the technical comments prepared by CDM Smith, 


the environmental consultant the Board retained to review the DEIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation. 


  


1. Alternatives:  The Alternatives Analysis Provided in the DEIS is So Narrowly 
Circumscribed by AAF’s Financial Interests as to be Meaningless.  


The alternatives analysis is supposed to be “the heart of the environmental impact statement.”  40 


C.F.R. § 1502.14.  Accordingly, agencies are directed by the CEQ Regulations to “[r]igorously 


explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives” that might avoid or minimize the 


impacts disclosed in an EIS.  Id.  While every conceivable alternative need not be examined, a “range 


of reasonable alternatives” meeting the purpose and need of the action must be considered.  Id.2  


One example provided by USDOT guidance of the sorts of alternatives to be considered are those 


“related to different locations … which would present different environmental impacts.”  USDOT 


NEPA Procedures, Attachment 2 at 3.    


Notwithstanding the significant impacts that operation of a high speed  train along the Florida East 


Coast Railroad (“FECR”) corridor would have on the densely populated east coast of Florida, the 


DEIS lacks a comparative environmental analysis of even one alternative route.  Instead, it short 


circuits the alternatives analysis by narrowly defining the “purpose and need” for the Proposed 


Project based on AAF’s preferences, and then screening out all the other available routes in a 


“tiered” approach as failing to meet that sharply circumscribed purpose and need.  


Thus, the DEIS states that “AAF identified its primary objective for the Proposed Project, which is 


to provide an intercity rail service that is sustainable as a private enterprise.” DEIS at 2-10 (emphasis 


added).  “Sustainable,” according to the document, means that operation of the rail service can 


“meet revenue projections” and “operate at an acceptable profit level.” Id.; DEIS at 3-1. Stepping 


off from the objective of providing a profitable rail service, the DEIS then applied “AAF evaluation 


criteria” including “six critical determining factors.” Prominent among those factors were those 


relating to project economics, including the ease with which AAF could acquire property, the ability 


to “commence construction in the near term to control costs,” and limiting the “costs of 


                                                           
2
  Likewise, USDOT guidance states that an essential element of an alternatives analysis should be a “rigorous 


exploration and an objective evaluation of the environmental impacts of all reasonable alternative actions, 
particularly those that might enhance environmental quality or avoid some or all of the adverse environmental 
effects.” USDOT NEPA Procedures, Attachment 2 at 3.    
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development, including cost of land acquisitions, access, construction, and environmental 


mitigation.”  Id. at 3-2.  The document then applies such “critical determining factors” to other 


available routes.  Given the fact that AAF had already secured from its parent corporation the land 


interests needed for the Proposed Project, and AAF put forward a wholly unrealistic build year of 


2016, it is no surprise that the analysis came to the preordained conclusion that all the other 


alternatives are so meritless as to not warrant substantive analysis in the DEIS. 


By creating a screen that is tilted in one direction only, the DEIS side-stepped the fact that the 


Florida High Speed Rail Authority in a 2003 alternatives evaluation entitled “Orlando-Miami Planning 


Study” rated every other route as superior to the FECR corridor than would be used by the Proposed 


Project. That study compares the FECR route to three other potentially available north-south 


corridors in the following table:  


 


Route Travel Time Capital Cost Ridership / Revenue Environmental 


CSX  Fair  Good  Fair  Fair  


I-95  Good  Fair  Good  Good  


Turnpike  Good  Good  Fair  Good  


FECR  Poor  Poor  Good  Poor  


 


 Orlando-Miami Planning Study at 1-6 (attached as Exhibit C).  


Thus, under three of the four criteria applied in that study -- travel time (a factor cited as critical in 


the DEIS on page 3-5), capital cost and environmental impacts -- the FECR corridor was rated at 


rock bottom.  It is only in terms of revenue that the Proposed Project tied with another alternative 


and was rated favorably.  Thus, if the DEIS were to look beyond the economic interests of AAF, the 


sponsor of the Proposed Project, to salient issues such as environmental impacts, other routes 


would certainly merit detailed consideration in the DEIS.  However, those routes were ruled to be 


off limits under self-serving criteria of AAF’s own devising.  


The truncated approach utilized in the DEIS does not conform to the requirements of NEPA for 


one fundamental reason: it is not the project sponsor’s purpose and need that should control the 


alternatives analysis, but the agency’s purpose and need in taking the action that is the subject of the  


NEPA review. Thus, AAF’s desire to turn a profit should not dictate the alternatives considered by 


FRA in determining how it should expend federal rail funds. Guidance issued by CEQ states that  


“[i]n determining the scope of alternatives to be considered, the emphasis is on what is ‘reasonable’ 


rather than on whether the proponent or applicant likes or is itself capable of carrying out a 


particular alternative.  Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the 
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technical and economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable from the 


standpoint of the applicant.” CEQ, “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s NEPA Regulations” 


Question 2a, 46 Fed. Reg. 18026, 18027 (3/23/1981).  


The Board does not dispute that the economic objectives of the Proposed Project sponsor may be  


taken into account by the agency in defining its purpose and need, and in identifying the alternatives 


for consideration in an EIS. However, those interests should not be given such weight as to exclude 


other relevant considerations. This is especially so with respect to high speed rail in Florida, where a 


number of potentially viable options have been carefully studied in planning documents that have 


been previously prepared in relation to other projects. According to the Orlando-Miami Planning Study, 


CSX, I-95 and the Florida Turnpike corridors present far fewer environmental impacts and a much 


sounder basis for public investment than the FECR corridor. However, the referenced alternatives 


were summarily dismissed in the DEIS without any sort of analysis considering whether the chosen 


FECR alternative would cause the most negative impacts to: (a) the health and safety of the citizens 


of the Treasure Coast of Florida, (b) the historical and archeological sites along the Treasure Coast 


of Florida and (c) the fragile Indian River Lagoon.3  FRA cannot simply ignore other legitimate 


alternatives simply because AAF, the sponsor of the Proposed Project, would like it to do so.   


 


2. Cumulative and Secondary Impacts: The DEIS Fails to Assess the Cumulative and 
Secondary Impacts of the Proposed Project, in Combination with Reasonably 
Foreseeable Future Actions.  


Under NEPA, FRA is obligated to examine not only the direct and immediate effects of the 


Proposed Project, but also its indirect or secondary impacts and its cumulative impacts, in combination 


with those of other reasonably foreseeable actions.  See CEQ’s NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. §§ 


1502.16, 1508.8; FRA NEPA Procedures §§ 10(b), (14(n), 64 Fed. Reg. 28550, 28554; USDOT 


NEPA Procedures, Attachment 2 at 4; see also CEQ, “Considering Cumulative Effects under NEPA” 


(1/1997) (attached as Exhibit D).  With respect to indirect effects, the CEQ regulations are clear 


that impacts that are caused by an action, but “are later in time or farther removed in distance, but 


are still reasonably foreseeable” must be thoroughly considered in an EIS.  40 C.F.R. § 1508.8.  


More particularly, the growth-inducing impacts of a transportation project must be carefully 


examined.  Id.  The CEQ regulations are equally clear with respect to cumulative impacts, requiring 


that the effects of an action must be “added to [those of] other past, present and reasonably 


foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes 


such other actions.” Id. § 1508.7; see also id. § 1508.27(b)(7).  These principles have been applied by 


                                                           
3
 The Indian River Lagoon is North America’s most diverse, shallow-water estuary. It spans approximately 156 


miles along Florida’s east coast. The total estimated annual economic value of the Indian River Lagoon is $3.7 
billion, supporting 15,000 full and part-time jobs and providing recreational opportunities for 11 million people 
per year.  The Proposed Project calls for building a new bridge over the St. Sebastian River. The St. Sebastian 
River is located in Indian River County. It is one of the Indian River Lagoon’s natural tributaries. 
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the courts in numerous cases to invalidate EISs for failure to assess indirect and cumulative project 


impacts.  


Inexplicably, the DEIS makes no serious attempt to address the indirect or cumulative impacts that 


would result from the Proposed Project. For example, indirect or secondary impacts on land use are 


passed over with the statement that “[t]he project would not result in induced growth; no changes to 


land use due to induced growth would occur.”  DEIS at 5-4.  Although the DEIS mentions that the 


Phase 1 Environmental Assessment (“EA”) addressed “development in the vicinity of” the 


proposed stations in West Palm Beach, Fort Lauderdale and Miami, id. at 5-5, close examination of 


the information provided in that document, in light of other statements made by AAF, make clear 


that no meaningful attention has been paid to the secondary development associated with either 


phase of the Proposed Project.  


Thus, according to the DEIS, the EA indicated that at “West Palm Beach and Fort Lauderdale, 


there will be 10,000 square feet of retail space within the station. At Miami, the [Proposed] Project 


includes 30,000 square feet of retail within the station, and additional 75,000 square feet of transit‐


oriented retail, 300,000 square feet of office space, 400 residential units, and a 200‐room hotel.”  Id. 


at 5-5.  Indeed,  the Phase 1 EA does recite the same information, and includes a bare-bones (and 


inadequate) analysis of the environmental impacts that would result from this development.  


However, nowhere in either the DEIS or the EA is any meaningful information or analysis provided 


concerning the additional development that would be induced by the Proposed Project and this 


transit oriented development.  


The obligation to address the potential effects of such induced development cannot be avoided on 


the basis that it is speculative.  In a “Preliminary Offering Memorandum” dated June 4, 2014, AAF 


confirmed that there are current plans for construction going well beyond the ancillary development 


identified in the DEIS and EA, and that sufficient information with respect to such planned 


development is available for a thorough analysis of its impacts. In particular, that document 


disclosed that: (i) AAF owns 21 acres in the areas surrounding the proposed stations; (ii) that it 


anticipates demand for 3.5 million square feet of development on those parcels; and that it expects 


to build 2 million square feet of that new development contemporaneously with the Proposed Project.  


That initial development is to include 1.3 million square feet in Miami, and 345,000 square feet in 


both Palm Beach and Fort Lauderdale.  AAF also believes there is demand for subsequent future 


development totaling 1.5 million square feet including a 1.1 million square foot “super tower” for 


the area adjacent to the Miami station, and an additional 345,000 square feet of residential space in 


Fort Lauderdale.  Thus, the development disclosed in the EA is a fraction of the currently planned 


and future development resulting from the Proposed Project.  Given the specificity of AAF’s 


articulated intentions, sufficient information is available for a detailed environmental review of the 


traffic, air pollution, construction, noise and neighborhood character impacts of this reasonably 


foreseeable future development. The DEIS is deficient in that it failed to include such a review. 


The DEIS is also lacking in its analysis of cumulative impacts. For example, it fails to address the 


cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project together with those of the Tri-Rail Coastal Link Project, 







 


Page 7 
1824679  November 25, 2014 


 


another major initiative that is likely to have significant impacts along 85 miles of the FECR 


corridor. Under that project, 25 or more commuter round trips will be added to the very same tracks 


to be used for the Proposed Project.  Those additional trains will serve 25,000 passengers each day, 


at 20-25 new stations. The DEIS specifically excludes this important project and its overlapping 


impacts from the environmental analysis, stating that it is in the “preliminary planning stage.”  DEIS 


at 5-163. Attempting to justify this characterization, the document goes on to state that the “[t]he 


Tri‐Rail Coastal Link Study is being undertaken by the Florida Department of Transportation 


(“FDOT”), and is evaluating the use of the FECR Corridor for the Tri‐Rail service, which currently 


operates on the CSX‐controlled railroad right‐of‐way west of the FECR Corridor.”  Id. One would 


gather from these statements that the Tri-Rail project is in the very early stages of planning, and that 


the information required for a cumulative impacts analysis of such a speculative project is not 


available.  But that characterization is wholly inaccurate.  An example of the degree to which the Tri-


Rail Coastal Link Project has advanced is the Letter Agreement dated April 25, 2014, between AAF 


and South Florida Regional Transportation Authority (“SFRTA”), the sponsor of Tri-Rail Coastal 


Link Project, which provides the details for the shared use of the rail corridor between the two 


entities for the provision of high speed and commuter rail. See 


www.ircgov.com/Public_Notices/Rail/Tri-Rail-Non-Compete.pdf (also attached as Exhibit E)  


In addition, substantial Federal and State resources have been expended in the planning and 


environmental review of the Tri-Rail Coastal Link project, and there is no informational impediment 


to a cumulative environmental review.  In particular, many studies have already been completed for 


the Tri-Rail Coastal Link Project, including several issued by FDOT such as the Final Conceptual 


Alternatives Analysis/Environmental Screening Report running for 387 pages issued in 2009 (attached as 


Exhibit F); a 189 page Detailed Environmental Screening Report  issued in 2010 (attached as Exhibit G); 


and a 168 page Final Alternatives Analysis Report issued in 2011 (attached as Exhibit H).  Thus, detailed 


information has been compiled with respect to that project, its alternatives and environmental 


impacts as a result of years of exacting analysis. Moreover, a final Preliminary Project Development Report 


(attached as Exhibit I) for the Tri-Rail Coastal Link was submitted to FRA’s sister agency, the 


Federal Transit Administration (“FTA”), in April 2014.  Clearly, a project to which such an intense, 


federally supported planning effort has been devoted is “reasonably foreseeable” within the meaning 


of NEPA.  In fact, the website for the Tri-Rail Coastal Link project (http://tri-


railcoastallink.com/frequently_asked_questions.html, also attached as Exhibit J) states that its 


sponsors have “closely collaborated” with the AAF team, and puts the estimated timeframe for 


completion of the Tri-Rail Coastal Link project within the same timeframe that would reasonably be 


expected for the Proposed Project, if it advances.  It is also notable that AAF’s June 4, 2014 


“Preliminary Offering Memorandum” indicates that use of the FECR corridor by Tri-Rail Coastal 


Link may cause delays to construction of the Proposed Project, and lead to operational and safety 


risks that require careful study in a cumulative environmental review. 


It is well settled that when several proposals for related actions that will have cumulative or 


synergistic environmental impacts upon a region are pending concurrently before an agency, their 


environmental consequences must be considered together.  The Tri-Rail Coastal Link project and 



http://www.ircgov.com/Public_Notices/Rail/Tri-Rail-Non-Compete.pdf

http://tri-railcoastallink.com/frequently_asked_questions.html

http://tri-railcoastallink.com/frequently_asked_questions.html
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the Proposed Project are both pending before USDOT agencies, and the Proposed Project has been 


specifically identified as being related to the Tri-Rail Coastal Link Project. See  Tri-Rail Coastal Link’s 


Preliminary Project Development Report at 1-14.  Moreover, this case is not a circumstance where the Tri-


Rail Coastal Link project is so speculative as to preclude a meaningful cumulative impact analysis.  


On the contrary, a wealth of detailed planning and environmental information has been available for 


years, and that information should have been tapped in assessing the combined impacts of these 


related projects and whether the Proposed Project, if approved, would adversely affect the operation 


of the Tri-Rail Coastal Link.  The DEIS is fundamentally flawed in that it failed to do so.    


 


 
3. DEIS Assumptions:  The DEIS is Based on an Unrealistic Build Year and Assesses 


Critical Impacts Only on Opening Day, Thereby Failing to Analyze Projected Full 
Operational Impacts  


The analysis presented by the DEIS is founded upon fundamentally flawed assumptions that 


provide no basis for an accurate projection of long-term impacts.  


First, 2016 is not a proper baseline year for the analysis since that date is a mere two years from 


today.  Given that FRA will be reviewing comments on the DEIS in December 2014, it is wholly 


unrealistic to believe that all of the following items can be completed by 2016: 


 concluding the NEPA review process;  


 securing all permits and approvals, including those from the United States Army 


 Corps of Engineers, Federal Aviation Administration, United State Coastal Guard 


 (“USCG”), Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA”), United States Fish and 


 Wildlife Service, National Marine Fishery Service, plus those from multiple state and 


 local agencies;  


 finalizing all design documents;  


 letting all construction contracts; 


 constructing:  


o a new station in Orlando; 


o a new vehicle maintenance facility; 


o dozens of new overpasses, bridges, tunnels, ramps, and related infrastructure 


 and safety features; 


o upgrading/expanding 170 highway-rail grade crossings, including designing 


 and installing safety infrastructure; and  


o hundreds of miles of rail bed and new track; and 


 performing diagnostic and system testing of all individual elements and system wide 


 operations for performance and safety. 
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Nothing in the DEIS gives any indication that extraordinary arrangements have been put into place 


to accomplish the tasks required for completion of the Proposed Project within such a compressed 


timetable.  In fact, the document does not even call for, or analyze, after-hours work during the 


construction period. In light of the impossibility of meeting a 2016 opening date, prior to issuing the 


DEIS, AAF publicly shifted the opening date to 2017 even though the DEIS was keyed to 2016.  See 


Orlando Business Journal, “3 Reasons Why All Aboard Florida in Orlando Was Delayed” (7/9/2014) 


(attached as Exhibit K).  However, even 2017 seems like a pipedream, given the long list of items 


that must be satisfied and the sheer magnitude of the construction that must be completed before 


the system could become operational. See, e.g., id. (which notes that approval of new station at the 


Orlando Airport still has many hurdles to overcome and would take three years to construct from 


final approval). 


Utilization of an unrealistically early baseline year would result in the understatement of certain 


critical impacts, including and possibly most notably, noise.  The reason for this is that the 


significance criteria set forth in the relevant guidance are based upon a sliding scale that is keyed to 


ambient noise levels as they are expected to exist in the baseline year.  See FRA’s “High-Speed Ground 


Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidance Manual” (the “FRA Noise Manual”) at 


Chapter 3 (9/2012); FTA’s “Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment” at Chapter 3 (5/2006).  


Under those criteria, the higher the noise levels are during the baseline year, the lower the 


incremental increase need be to create a significant impact.  Id.  As the DEIS indicates, freight and 


vehicular traffic are expected to increase along the FECR corridor in the coming years, and other 


projects (including but not limited to Tri-Rail Coastal Link) can be expected to come on-line in the 


near future. Accordingly, existing ambient noise will increase and the noise increment that would 


produce significant impacts will decrease as time goes on.  Therefore, noise impacts may be 


understated if an unrealistically early baseline year is utilized in the analysis.  For these reasons, FRA 


should require AAF to prepare and submit a well-grounded conceptual development schedule for 


the Proposed Project that either justifies utilization of the 2016 baseline year or provides for a more 


realistic timetable for completion. In the event a later baseline year is identified, the noise analysis 


must be revised to reflect background conditions in that year.  


In addition, as a result of the illusory 2016 build year the DEIS omitted any real discussion of 


construction, including its duration, sequencing, staging, techniques and impacts, claiming that the 


activities and impacts associated with building the Proposed Project would all be extremely short 


term.  As discussed in the comments below, the details regarding the construction of this massive 


$1.875 billion dollar project, as well as the impacts that would be experienced during the period of 


construction, need to be brought to light and analyzed under a realistic construction schedule. 


There is a second fundamentally flawed assumption running through the DEIS analyses of noise, 


vibration and navigation, in that they focus on operations of the Proposed Project as of an opening 


day, rather than on operating conditions as they will be when the rail line is in full operation. Thus, 


the DEIS assesses the effects of 16 round trips per day, which reflects the number of trips needed to 


service passenger demand as of 2016. According to the All Aboard Florida Ridership Revenue Study 
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Summary Report prepared by the Louis Berger Group in September 2013 (the “LBG Study”), which is 


attached as Appendix 3.3-F to the DEIS, approximately 1 million riders are expected as of 2016.  


DEIS App. 3.3-F at 4.  However, the DEIS itself reports that ridership is expected to grow sharply 


in the first few years of operation, and level off at 3.5 million passengers as of 2019.  Id. 


Moreover, what the DEIS does not mention is that the LBG Study predicts ridership levels for 2019 


to range from a low of 3.5 million (in what is characterized as the “base case” which ignores 


developments that are “subject to some uncertainty”), to 4 million (in the “business plan case,” 


which takes into account AAF’s plan to expand ridership), to a high of 5.1 million in the 


“management case” (which accounts for more aggressive marketing strategies by AAF).  Id.  


Moreover, even in the “business plan case” the study predicts ridership to rise to approximately 5.5 


million by 2030. Id.  Thus, based upon AAF’s own study, ridership is expected to be more than 5 


times the ridership expected when service begins in 2016.  


Most of the operational impacts of rail projects – including  but not limited to noise, vibration and 


navigation delays at draw bridges – are caused by train pass-by incidents. Since the significance of 


the impacts depends, in important part, upon the number of passbys, the adequacy of the analysis in 


an EIS for a rail project depends upon the accuracy of the prediction of how many passbys will 


occur.  Under NEPA, an EIS must examine both the short-term impacts of a project, and also the 


reasonably foreseeable effects of that project over the long-term. Accordingly, the DEIS should 


have examined the anticipated effects of the Proposed Project not only upon the commencement of 


service but also over the longer term horizon. There is nothing in the DEIS to indicate that 16 


round trips per day would meet ridership demand over the long term, or was properly used as the 


touchstone for the impacts analysis in the document.4  


The Board does not dispute the appropriateness of including in the DEIS an analysis of short-term 


operational impacts of the Proposed Project, utilizing a realistic commencement date baseline year. 


However, it believes that a second baseline year of 2030 or later must also be assessed to capture the 


long-term impacts of the Proposed Project, in combination with other projects expected to be on 


line as of that time. This is particularly important because it can reasonably be anticipated that the 


new two-track FECR corridor created by the Proposed Project will be much more heavily used at 


that time for both passenger and freight traffic. The DEIS itself indicates that freight traffic is 


expected to increase sharply upon completion of the Panama Canal improvements, DEIS at 5-17, 


and other projects such as Tri-Rail Coastal Link can be reasonably expected to be operational a few 


years after the Proposed Project comes on line. Since it fails to present such a “horizon year” 


                                                           
4
 The DEIS itself makes no mention of traffic and transportation impacts in any years other than 2016 and 2019. 


However, buried in Appendix 3.3-C, entitled “Grade Crossing Details,” is a brief description of some limited 
analyses performed for both 2016 and 2036. As discussed below, that analysis was not only obscured by its 
placement in an appendix to the DEIS, it also revealed exceptionally significant impacts, the implications of 
which should have been disclosed and thoroughly examined in the DEIS.  It should be noted that the 
discussion in that appendix indicates that there would be a range of 16-19 passbys per day.  See, e.g., DEIS App. 
3.3-C at 4-1.  







 


Page 11 
1824679  November 25, 2014 


 


analysis the DEIS is woefully deficient in its assessment of the long-term cumulative operational 


impacts of the Proposed Project on noise, vibration and other critical issues.   


 


4. Climate Change: The DEIS Fails to Satisfy FRA’s Legal Obligation to Adequately 
Analyze the Effects of Climate Change on the Proposed Project 


The Proposed Project sponsors are seeking $1.875 billion in low interest federal loan funds to 


facilitate construction of a high speed rail line in a corridor that lies completely within Florida’s 


coastal zone and skirts in and out of the existing flood plain along 128.5 miles of the Atlantic Coast 


of Florida.  Although the DEIS makes passing reference to the sorts of risks posed by climate 


change in locating a major new transportation facility in that area, it provides no meaningful analysis 


of such risks or the alternatives or mitigating measures that might minimize or avoid them.  


Thus, the DEIS notes that “[t]ransportation systems [such as the Proposed Project] are vulnerable to 


extreme weather and climate change effects such as … sea level rise, and more intense storm events 


…” DEIS at 5-71.  More particularly, the document acknowledges that “[t]he N-S and WPB-M 


Corridors of the [Proposed] Project are vulnerable to climate change effects in the near future.  Both 


of these corridors are along the Florida coast and cross several coastal water bodies. Bridge 


structures, particularly those with lower elevation, will have increased vulnerability over time, and 


potential infrastructure damage may result from flooding, tidal damage and/or storms.” Id. at 5-72.  


Nevertheless, the DEIS offers only the most cursory examination of the vulnerability of the 


Proposed Project to sea level rise or the more intense storm surges the document itself 


acknowledges will occur in the near future.  The DEIS subjects only two of the 18 bridge crossings 


required for the N-S corridor to any sea level rise analysis at all, and with respect to those facilities it 


simply compares their elevations to expected sea levels in 2030 and 2060.  From this comparison, 


the DEIS finds that the bottom chord of one of the bridges would be under water at high tide 


during a 100 year storm in 2030, with no mention at all of impacts in 2060. Id. at 5-75.  The vague 


conclusion drawn from this lackluster analysis is that the “vulnerability [of the Proposed Project 


bridges] will increase as sea level rises” and “there may be increasing periods of time where the train 


is out of service during storm events.” Id.  Nothing is said regarding the nature and extent of the 


property damage that may be caused to the bridge structures, or whether other components of the 


Proposed Project located within the substantially expanded future floodplain would also be at risk.  


Moreover, not a word is mentioned as to whether and how public safety would be put at risk in 


operating a high speed rail service within the corridor under such conditions, or mitigation 


opportunities.   


The truncated analysis presented in the DEIS with respect to this issue stands at odds with firmly 


established federal policy on how climate change is to be accounted for in agency planning.  In 


President Obama’s 2009 Executive Order (“E.O.”) 13514 “Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, 


and Economic Performance,” all federal agencies, including USDOT and FRA, were directed to establish 


Climate Change Adaptation Plans.  See 74 Fed. Reg. 52117, 52121, 52124 (10/8/2009).  The 
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President subsequently instructed federal agencies to “ensure that climate risk-management 


considerations are fully integrated into federal infrastructure … planning” in his “Climate Action 


Plan” issued in June 2013 (attached as Exhibit L).  Shortly thereafter, the President issued E.O. 


13653, “Preparing the United States for the Impacts of Climate Change,” which required all federal agencies 


to “reform policies and Federal funding programs that may … increase the vulnerability of natural 


or built systems, economic sectors, natural resources, or communities to climate change related 


risks” and to  “integrate consideration of climate change into agency operations and overall mission 


objectives ….” E.O. 13653, §§ 2 and 5, 78 Fed. Reg. 66819 - 66821 (11/6/2013). 


USDOT complied with these directives by first issuing a Policy Statement in 2011, requiring 


integration of climate change adaptation strategies “into [its] core policies, planning, practices and 


programs.”  USDOT, “Policy Statement on Climate Change Adaptation” at 2 (6/2011) (attached as 


Exhibit M).  This policy also requires USDOT to use “best-available science” and apply “risk 


management methods and tools” in assessing and planning for climate change.  Id.  USDOT then 


issued a Climate Adaptation Plan which characterized the problem unique to transportation as 


follows: 


Transportation infrastructure is inherently long-lived. Bridges, 


tunnels, ports and runways may remain in service for decades, while 


rights-of-way and specific facilities continue to be used for 


transportation purposes for much longer. In addition to normal 


deterioration, transportation infrastructure is subject to a range of 


environmental risks over long time spans, including wildfire, flood, 


landslide, geologic subsidence, rock falls, snow, ice, extreme 


temperatures, earthquakes, storms, hurricanes and tornados. 


Infrastructure designers and operators must decide the magnitude of 


environmental stress that any particular project will be able to 


withstand over its lifetime.  


USDOT, “Climate Adaptation Plan: Ensuring Transportation Infrastructure and System Resilience” at 3 


(5/2013) (attached as Exhibit N) . 


To deal with this problem, USDOT found that “newly constructed infrastructure should be 


designed and built in recognition of the best current understanding of future environmental risks. In 


order for this to happen, understanding of projected climate changes would need to be incorporated 


into infrastructure planning and design processes, across the many public and private builders and 


operators of transportation infrastructure.”  Id. at 6.  More particularly, the agency committed to 


“take actions to ensure that Federal transportation investment decisions address potential climate 


impacts in statewide and metropolitan transportation planning and project development processes as 


appropriate in order to protect federal investments,” id. at 5, and indicates that “FRA will consider 


potential climate impacts and adaptation during rail planning and corridor program development.” 


Id. at 15. 
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The short shrift paid by the DEIS to the climate change-related implications of siting a federally 


funded high speed rail corridor in the coastal zone and flood plains of Florida falls far short of the 


careful  planning envisioned by the President, and the commitments made by USDOT.  It also does 


not conform to the requirement under NEPA that agencies consider thoroughly the “reasonably 


foreseeable” short- and long-term environmental impacts of their actions. In the event these 


deficiencies are not corrected, billions of dollars in federal resources could be poured into a project 


that would be under an ever-increasing threat from future sea level rise and storm surges, with no 


serious attention paid to the ensuing consequences to public safety or the investment itself, and with 


no consideration paid to the measures that could be taken to avoid them. Indeed, according to the 


DEIS no action would be taken at all to assure that the Proposed Project is designed to withstand 


the future risks of sea level rise. On the contrary, AAF has announced its intention to build 


according to a construction design that would “maintain existing elevations where feasible,” DEIS at 


S-14; and has specifically rejected the USCG request that alternatives be considered to raise the 


clearance beneath certain low bridges. Additionally, according to the DEIS, FRA has concluded that 


it would not be feasible to raise the clearance beneath certain bridges due to the significant delay it 


would cause to the Proposed Project, the overall costs and the risk associated with elevating the 


structures.  Id. at 5-27.5  One can only assume from this conclusion that the short-term success of the 


Proposed Project is being given greater weight than the overall safety of the public and of the federal 


investment.  Moreover, since other viable high speed routes were screened out of the analysis, no 


consideration whatsoever has been given to alternatives, such as the utilization of the interior CSX 


corridor for high speed rail, that would avoid such risks altogether. The effects of future sea level 


rise and storm surges on the Proposed Project are “reasonably foreseeable” impacts, and the DEIS 


was materially deficient in failing to address them. 


 


5. Floodplains: Locating the Proposed Project in Floodplains Is Not Demonstrated to 
be the Only Practicable Alternative. 


The Proposed Project would result in the siting of long stretches of a multi-billion dollar high speed 


rail line in Florida’s currently mapped floodplains, which can be expected to expand as a result of 


FEMA’s ongoing “coastal flood risk study” for the East Coast of Central Florida.  In addition, the 


Proposed Project’s encroachment on floodplains would only increase with time as sea level 


continues to rise.  FRA should not approve such a risky endeavor without first taking a hard look at 


other practicable alternatives, as required by the directives discussed below. 


The very real risks of floodplain encroachment to humans and infrastructure were first recognized 


by President Carter in E.O. 11988, “Floodplain Management,” which was intended to “avoid [the 


federal government’s] direct or indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a 


practicable alternative.”  42 Fed. Reg. 26951 (5/25/1977).  This order requires federal agencies that 


                                                           
5 This determination appears to the Board to be premature, since the NEPA process has not yet been 


completed. Moreover, there is no hard data presented in the DEIS to support the rationale for such a 
determination.   
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propose to support or allow floodplain development to first consider alternatives to such 


development.  Id. at 26952. As mandated by E.O. 11988, USDOT issued its own floodplain 


directive, which sets forth the department’s policy with regard to floodplains.  USDOT Order 


5650.2 “Floodplain Management and Protection,” (4/23/1979) (“USDOT Floodplain Order,” attached as 


Exhibit O).   Under that directive, all USDOT agencies, including FRA, must take certain steps 


before supporting a project that would result in a “significant encroachment” – a term that includes 


likely future damage to transportation infrastructure in a floodplain that could be substantial in cost 


or extent.   Id. at 4, 8.  


There can be no doubt that the Proposed Project would result in a “significant encroachment” on 


floodplains.  According to the DEIS, more than a thousand acres of the study area for the Proposed 


Project lie in floodplains, with 332 acres in the E-W corridor and 472 acres on the N-S corridor.  


DEIS at 4-76 (Table 4.3.4-1).   


For FRA to provide RRIF funding for the Proposed Project it must satisfy certain requirements 


under the USDOT Floodplain Order.  First, it must ensure that the EIS “reflects consideration of 


alternatives to avoid [a significant] encroachment.”  USDOT Floodplain Order at 8.  Next, the 


responsible individual at FRA must make a written finding that the proposed significant 


encroachment is the only practicable alternative.  Id.  Such a finding “requires a careful balancing and 


application of individual judgment” which should “include the full range of environmental, social, 


economic, and engineering considerations” where “special weight should be given to floodplain 


management concerns.”  Id.  In addition, the finding must  include a description of why the 


Proposed Project must be located in the flood plain, including the alternatives considered and why 


they were not practicable.  The finding must also include a statement that the action conforms to 


applicable state and/or local floodplain protection standards.  Id.6            


The DEIS is entirely bereft of the information needed to satisfy FRA’s obligations under E.O. 


11988 or USDOT Order 5650.2.   For example, due to the so-called “tiered” approach that AAF 


employed to screen out any meaningful alternatives analysis, neither in the few scant pages dedicated 


to floodplains nor anywhere else in the DEIS is there any detailed consideration of other possible 


routes.7  Moreover, the DEIS does not so much as identify, and certainly does not discuss, 


applicable state and/or local floodplain protection standards, so FRA would be wholly unable to 


find that the Proposed Project conforms to such standards.  Accordingly, approval of the Proposed 


Project on the current record would run counter to the letter and spirit of a federal policy aimed at 


ensuring that federal dollars are not spent on infrastructure projects most vulnerable to the risk of 


flooding, unless there is no other practicable alternative. 


                                                           
6 Similar requirements are reflected in  FRA’s own NEPA Procedures.  See FRA NEPA Procedures § 14(n)(8), 


64 Fed. Reg. 28555.  Under those procedures, the agency may only facilitate floodplains development  if: (i) the 
head of the agency finds that the only practicable alternative to the project is to site it in the floodplain; (ii) the 
agency designs or modifies the project to minimize potential harm to or within the floodplain consistent with 
E.O. 11988, and (iii) the agency prepares and circulates a notice containing an explanation of why the action is 
proposed to be located in the floodplain.  Id.   


7 See the Board’s Comment 1, above. 
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6. Construction Impacts: The Identification and Discussion of Construction Impacts is 
Virtually Absent from the DEIS. 


It is well established that a NEPA EIS must discuss and evaluate the construction impacts that 


would result from a proposed action.  See, e.g., FRA NEPA Procedures, 64 Fed. Reg. 28556 (an FRA 


NEPA EIS “should identify and assess the impacts associated with the construction period of each 


alternative” (emphasis added)); USDOT NEPA Procedures, Attachment 2 at 13.   


Proceeding from the unrealistic premise that the Proposed Project would be constructed by 2016, 


the DEIS provides only the most superficial description of the construction-related activities that are 


anticipated, and little substantive assessment of the “temporary” construction period impacts those 


activities would cause. Thus, no details whatsoever are provided concerning the schedule for the 


work, the sequence of activities, the nature of those activities, the number and types of equipment 


that would be used, the level of truck traffic that would be generated in delivering materials to and 


disposing of waste from the work sites, the routes such trucks would take, road closures, detours, 


staging and storage area locations, or other matters critical to a meaningful impacts analysis. As a 


result, nothing of substance is discussed with respect to the impacts of construction activities on 


surrounding land uses, traffic, emergency response, or other critical issues.  


Thus, the DEIS brushes aside construction-related land use impacts with a few words about “short-


term construction easements on privately owned properties,” and the assurance that “pre‐


construction land use patterns would return once the construction period concludes.”  DEIS at 5-5. 


Not a word is mentioned about the nature and extent of the disruption that would be caused to 


adjacent homes and businesses during the period that a massive infrastructure project is being 


constructed through the heart of downtown and residential areas.  Indeed, rather than addressing 


the socioeconomic impacts of Proposed Project construction at all, the DEIS merely comes up with a 


few numbers on the economic benefits and jobs that could be generated by the work.  DEIS at 5-


130.  


Likewise, the DEIS dismisses out of hand the traffic-related impacts of construction activities, 


stating that “the Project would result in minor, short-term impacts to freight rail transportation, 


regional highways and local vehicular traffic during construction.” DEIS at 5-14.  With respect to 


freight traffic, the document reaches that conclusion based upon the assurance that “[n]ew track 


construction … would be performed according to best management practices” without specifying 


what those BMPs might be or how they might avoid disruption to freight traffic. Id. With respect to 


vehicular traffic, the document mentions that there would be road closures, but states that 


“typically,” they would last no more than a week. No discussion appears at all as to whether there 


are certain roads that would be closed for a longer period; nor does the DEIS address whether 


police, fire or EMS emergency response would be delayed as a result of the road closures (and if so, 


what could be done to mitigate that impact).  Moreover, no analysis is presented with respect to 


whether construction-related truck traffic would cause significant congestion on the roadways 


surrounding work sites and staging areas.  Instead of disclosing construction period traffic impacts 


and identifying the mitigation measures to address them, the DEIS simply waves the issue away with 
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the assurance that “[p]roper planning and implementation and maintenance of mitigation measures 


(e.g., maintenance of traffic plans) will be specified and required for construction.”  Id. 


Given the magnitude of the effort required to build the Proposed Project, and the failure of the 


DEIS to include even a conceptual schedule backing up the contention that work would be 


completed by 2016, one can only assume that Proposed Project construction would extend over a 


period of many years. While the DEIS provides no information with respect to possible staging 


areas, it must also be assumed  that  such areas would be major facilities that are intensely busy over 


much if not all of that construction period. The potential environmental impacts associated with 


such activities and facilities should not have been dismissed with platitudes. Rather, they should have 


been carefully assessed, and specific mitigation measures should have been proposed to minimize 


them to the extent practicable.  


Predictably, the half-hearted analysis included in the DEIS yields only the most amorphous 


mitigation measures. To provide a few examples, no mitigation at all is proposed to address the land 


use, socioeconomic and community character impacts of extended construction activities and 


prolonged conditions of disruption on affected commercial districts and residential areas; equally 


lacking are mitigation measures addressing vehicular traffic impacts during the construction period; 


transportation impacts on freight traffic are wished away with unspecified BMPs; and the only air 


emissions mitigation identified in the document relates to dust control, with no meaningful measures 


identified to address the effects of equipment and vehicular emissions of particulate matter of  less 


than 2.5 microns (“PM2.5”) or NO2. Such issues are dismissed with the statement that “[p]otential 


emissions associated with construction equipment will be kept to a minimum as most equipment will 


be driven to and kept at affected sites for the duration of construction activities.” DEIS at 7-5. 


While such a practice may help reduce emissions related to the transport of such equipment, left 


unaddressed is the considerably more important issue of emissions from such equipment while 


operating at the work site.  That issue cannot be put to rest by describing construction-related air 


impacts as “temporary,” because the health-related standards issued by the United States 


Environmental Protection Agency for the relevant pollutants are short term standards (i.e., 24 hours 


for PM2.5 and 1 hour for NO2).
8  It is well established that diesel construction equipment emits PM2.5 


and NO2 in quantities that may result in serious air quality and public health impacts.   


For these reasons, the DEIS does not take the “hard look” at construction period impacts that 


NEPA demands.    


  


                                                           
8
 Although some analysis is presented in the DEIS with respect to Noise and Vibration impacts during 


construction, that analysis is deficient for the reasons discussed in the Board’s Comment 7.B below, and in the 
attached comments prepared by CDM Smith. 
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7. DEIS Impact Analyses: The DEIS Fails to Properly Evaluate Two of the Most 
Potentially Significant Impact Areas to Local Communities: Transportation and 
Noise and Vibration 


 
A. Traffic:  The DEIS Omits Mention of the Results of its Own Transportation 
 Appendix, Which Predicts Significant Impacts to Local Traffic Conditions Even 
 Though It Is Based on an Inadequate Analysis.   
 
The N-S Corridor of the Proposed Project would cross 159 roadways at-grade through five counties 


between Cocoa and West Palm Beach.  DEIS at 4-15.  The DEIS concludes – after only the briefest 


discussion of localized traffic impacts – that increased train traffic will “result in minor increased 


traffic delays at existing roadway crossings.”  Id. at 5-11.  But that conclusion is belied by the 


information tucked away in an appendix to the DEIS entitled “Grade Crossing Details,” which 


consists of a report prepared by Amec Environmental & Infrastructure, Inc., in September 2013 


entitled “Transportation and Railroad Crossing Analysis for the All Aboard Florida Passenger Rail Project from 


Cocoa to West Palm Beach, Florida”  (the “Amec Report”).  DEIS App. 3.3-C.  Even though the Amec 


Report is rife with methodological errors and shortcomings, it presents a bleak picture for local 


traffic conditions if the Proposed Project were to advance.  For example, some intersection 


approaches would experience delays of up to 45 minutes per hour, snarling local traffic, impeding 


emergency vehicular movement and potentially causing other significant impacts to air quality and 


the socioeconomic well-being of the affected communities.9  See DEIS App. 3.3-C at 3-22.  One can 


only imagine how dark the picture really would be if the analyses were conducted properly and 


reported accurately in the DEIS. 


Close examination of the information presented in the Amec Report reveals that even based on a 


skewed and incomplete evaluation, there would be very significant impacts to local traffic conditions 


at the at-grade crossings along the N-S Corridor.  For example, at the FECR grade crossing at Oslo 


Road in Indian River County, the Amec Report estimates that in 2016 there would be a westbound  


queue of 1299 feet every time a passenger or freight train passes by.  Id.  Notably, there is only 350 


feet on Oslo Road between the FECR crossing and US 1.  See id. at 3-8.  Thus, the vast majority of 


vehicles would be backed up onto or beyond US 1, in queues that would extend hundreds of feet in 


both the southbound and northbound directions.  Moreover, US 1 southbound at Oslo Road has a 


limited 150 foot right-hand turning lane and northbound US 1 at Oslo Road has two dedicated left-


turn lanes each measuring 325 feet, for a total length of 650 feet.  Accordingly, a 1299 foot queue is 


likely to consume the 350 feet on Oslo Road between the FECR crossing and US 1, the 150 foot 


south bound dedicated US 1 right turn lane, and the north-bound left turn capacity on US 1.  There 


is no discussion about how this queue would function, and the Amec Report is devoid of any 


discussion of impacts on the north and southbound US 1 lanes.  In addition, the Amec Report 


predicts that an additional year 2016 westbound queue of 3066 feet (for a passenger train passby, 


3072 feet for a freight train passby) would form at the intersection of Oslo Road and US 1.  Id. at 3-


                                                           
9
  For example, eastbound delays at the Oslo Road and US 1 intersection in Indian River County would be 700 


second at least three or four times per hour in 2036.  DEIS App. 3.3-C at 3-22. 
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22.  As noted above, this intersection is 350 feet away from the Oslo Road and FECR crossing, but 


neither the DEIS nor the Amec Report make any attempt to discuss how this intersection could 


operate with a combined queue for both intersections that would extend almost 4400 feet.   


These impacts are predicted to significantly worsen in 2036.  For example, in that year the eastbound 


queues that are predicted to form at the intersection of Oslo Road and US 1 each time either a 


passenger or freight train passes by would extend more than 7000 feet -- well over a mile.  Id.   


Moreover, impacts of this magnitude would not be confined to Oslo Road, or the handful of other 


intersections considered in the Amec Report.  Rather, they can be expected up and down the entire 


corridor, as trains come and go more than 50 times a day.  


No hint of these significant traffic impacts appears in the body of the DEIS. In fact, the document 


as written reports information for 2016 and 2019, and does not address potential 2036 traffic 


impacts reported in the Amec Report at all.  See DEIS at 5-6 to 5-14.  Likewise, the ripple effect of 


the long queues predicted on local intersections – on the ability of police, fire and EMS vehicles to 


respond to emergencies; on traffic safety; or on economic conditions in affected business districts – 


is not addressed in the DEIS.  And nothing is said in the DEIS or its appendices about how such 


impacts could be mitigated or avoided.  


Moreover, the analysis presented in the Amec Report is unsupported by technical data or modeling 


results, and is deficient in several respects. Set forth below are a few examples of the deficiencies 


that riddle the Amec Report.   


 The number of intersections evaluated was an inadequate sample population.  


The Amec Report examined just 6% of the at-grade intersections along the N-S Corridor (10 


out of 159 at grade crossings, or 2 intersections for each of the five counties that would be 


bisected by the N-S Corridor).  DEIS App. 3.3-C at 3-1.  No justification was given for why 


so few intersections were considered.  Since every intersection is unique, a more reasonable 


sample size should have been selected.    


 Only half of each intersection was evaluated.   The Amec Report only examined 


eastbound and westbound movements through intersections, and failed to consider the 


impacts to the north-south movements in the four-way intersections evaluated.  See, e.g., id. at 


3-22.  This is an egregious omission given that many of the intersections that would be 


affected by the Proposed Project involve significant regional north/south arterial roadways 


and there is little doubt that the predicted eastbound and westbound delays and queues 


would impact the north/south intersection movements, and perhaps regional mobility in 


general.  It is standard protocol for a traffic impacts analysis to consider all movements in an 


intersection.  Without such a full intersection analysis, it is impossible to understand the true 


impacts of the Proposed Project on local traffic. 


 The wrong baseline was used for impacts evaluation.  The Amec Report failed 


to generate “no action” traffic operations for 2016 or 2036.  The impacts of the Proposed 
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Project should be assessed as compared to a no action condition.  An appropriate no action 


condition would be normal traffic operations plus freight movements as compared to 


normal traffic operations, plus freight and passenger train operations.  The increment that 


would be derived by comparing such scenarios should have been generated for both 2016 


and 2036.  However, the Amec Report presents no comparison to a typical no action 


condition.  Instead, it used a “weighted average” approach, that discounted the impacts of 


the Proposed Project by averaging the delay and queue lengths that would be created by the 


Proposed Project with those from typical traffic operations and freight movements. 


 No impacts discussion was provided.  The Amec Report contains no discussion 


of the tables appearing at pages 3-1 to 3-26 within the report.  Instead, it discusses the 


maximum crossing closure time, choosing to ignore the predicted queues and delays that 


would result from the closures.   


 Only the PM peak hour was modeled.  The Amec Report confined its analysis to 


the PM peak hour.  Id.  However, the AM peak hour (which would include school and 


commuter traffic) or weekend midday peak hour could well represent a worst case scenario 


for many intersections.  All three peak hours should have been examined.     


 Downtimes, based on maximum speeds, may be underestimated.  The 


downtime for each crossing was estimated based on passenger trains from the Proposed 


Project traveling near maximum predicted speeds.  Id. at 4-4 to 4-5.  It is unknown if the 


maximum predicted speeds could be safely achieved and maintained along the entire length 


of the proposed N-S Corridor, therefore a more realistic speed should have been used that 


would have resulted in longer down times and a more conservative analysis.  


 Impacts for freight and passenger trains are similar.  Even though the Amec 


Report goes to great lengths to highlight that the proposed passenger trains will be shorter 


and faster than freight trains, the delay and queue impacts are very similar for a passenger 


train and a freight train crossing.  See, e.g., id. at 3-22.  This is not explained in the Amec 


Report.   


The Proposed Project has the potential to disrupt traffic at intersections along the entire length of 


the N-S Corridor between Cocoa and Miami.  Notwithstanding the flaws in the Amec Report, that 


study provides some sense of the magnitude of the traffic impacts that can be expected.  The Board 


urges FRA to undertake a careful study of those potential impacts, following standard analytical 


methodologies, and the socioeconomic, public safety, and other impacts that could also be expected 


to result.  Those analyses should be presented in a supplemental draft environmental impacts 


statement.    
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B. Noise and Vibration:  The DEIS Failed to Follow FRA’s Own Guidance in 
 Performing Noise and Vibration Impacts Analyses, And as a Result Underestimates 
 Potential Impacts.   
 
The noise analysis appearing in the DEIS does not take the “hard look” that NEPA requires for a 


major high speed rail project in the final stages of project planning. As noted above, the analysis 


focuses solely on noise conditions in 2016, the year assumed for the commencement of operations, 


and gives no consideration to conditions in later years. Moreover, even the 2016 analysis was wholly 


inadequate. For example, no  monitoring was performed of existing noise levels at sensitive 


receptors affected by  the Proposed Project, and no detailed assessment was provided as to how 


noise levels in the vicinity of such sensitive receptors might change once high speed rail operations 


begin. The general calculations presented in the document  provide no specific indication of whether 


and where significant noise impacts might occur, or what reasonably might be done to mitigate 


them.  


As noted in the Board’s Comment  3 above, the FRA Noise Manual sets forth the ground rules for 


the  assessment of noise impacts from FRA projects under NEPA.  According to that document, a 


“General Noise Assessment” of the sort appearing in the DEIS is to be performed “commensurate 


with the level of detail of available data in the early stages of major investment planning and 


environmental clearance.” FRA Noise Manual at 4-4. In contrast, according to the FRA Noise 


Manual: 


 
[a] Detailed Noise Analysis is appropriate for assessing noise impacts 


for high-speed train projects after the preferred alignment and 


candidate high-speed train technologies have been selected. At this 


point, the preliminary engineering has been initiated, and the 


preparation of an environmental document (usually an 


Environmental Impact Statement) has begun. Information required 


to perform a Detailed Noise Analysis includes type of vehicle 


equipment to be used, train schedules, speed profiles, plan and 


profiles of guideways, locations of access roads, and landform 


topography, including adjacent terrain and building features. 


 
FRA Noise Manual at 5-1.   
 
All such information should have been readily available at this point in the planning process for 


Proposed Project, given the fact that AAF is planning to begin construction next year. Thus, instead 


of the generalized calculations presented in the DEIS, under FRA’s own manual the analysis should 


have included: 


 


 Identification of noise-sensitive receivers, which depend on the land use in the vicinity of 
the proposed project.  
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 Estimation (based upon measurements taken at representative locations) of the existing 
noise exposure at each noise sensitive receiver or cluster of receivers using the methods 
presented set forth in the manual. 


 Determination of the technology applicable to the project: steel-wheeled high-speed or 
very high-speed electric (locomotive hauled or EMU), steel-wheeled fossil fuel, or 
maglev.  


 Determination of noise exposure in terms of “sound exposure level” (“SEL”) under 
reference operating conditions.  


 Adjustment of  the subsource reference SELs to the anticipated operating conditions of 
the project (i.e., train consist and speed).  


 Development of an SEL-versus-distance relationship for each subsource that includes 
the effects of shielding along the path. 


 Determination of total SEL at each receiver by combining the levels from all subsources.  


 Assessment of noise impact at each receiver or cluster of receivers.  
 


Id. at Chapter 5.   


The DEIS compounds the deficiencies resulting from use of the wrong methodology by  departing 


from the approach one would expect to see in a DEIS, where project impacts are first identified and 


all practicable mitigation is then identified to address them.  See FRA Noise Manual at 5-25 (“In 


general, mitigation options are chosen from those listed [in the FRA Noise Manual], and then 


relevant portions of the project noise are recomputed and reassessed to account for this 


mitigation.”). Instead of following this straightforward protocol, the DEIS builds mitigation into its 


impact analysis and notes that “159 grade crossings where severe, unmitigated impacts would occur” 


would be “eliminated” by a commitment to install wayside horns, hereby concluding that “the 


Project would have no permanent noise impacts” as a result of that commitment.  DEIS at 5-46, 5-


49.  That conclusion is not only based upon the use of faulty methodology.  It also short-circuits 


FRA’s obligation to consider mitigation measures other than wayside horns to mitigate the severe 


impacts that were mentioned in passing.  According to the FRA Noise Manual, among the measures 


that should have been considered are vehicle noise specifications, wheel treatments, vehicle 


treatments, vehicle body design, guideway support, operational restrictions, path treatments, noise 


buffers and ground absorption.  These alternative and/or additional measures should have been 


considered by FRA.  FRA Noise Manual at 5-25 to 5-31.  


 


8. Section 106 and Historic Resources: Localities were Excluded from the Section 106 
Consultation and Significant Historic and Archeological Resources were Ignored by 
the DEIS.  


Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, P.L. 89-605, codified at 16 U.S.C. § 


470 et seq. (“NHPA”), federal agencies must take into account the effect of their undertakings on 


historic resources that are either listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 


Places (the “National Register”).  The federal agency must do so in accordance with procedures 
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adopted by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (the “Advisory Council”) appearing at 36 


C.F.R. Part 800 (the “NHPA Regulations”), unless the agency substitutes the NEPA procedures for 


those required under the NHPA.  See 36 C.F.R. § 800.8(c).  Here, FRA elected not to substitute 


NEPA procedures for those of the Advisory Council.  See DEIS App. 4.4.5-A.2 at 1 (“M. Hassell 


stated that FRA has decided not to use the substitution approach for streamlining the NEPA and 


NHPA Section 106 consultation process.”).10  


The NHPA Regulations require a federal agency to engage in a consultation process to identify 


historic properties potentially affected by the undertaking, assess its effects on those resources, and 


seek ways to avoid or minimize any adverse effects that are identified.  The NHPA Regulations state 


clearly that “[a] representative of a local government with jurisdiction over an area in which the 


effects of an undertaking may occur is entitled to participate as a consulting party.” 36 C.F.R. § 800.2(c)(3) 


(emphasis added). Accordingly, the regulations provide that the “[t]he [federal] agency shall invite 


any local governments …” to join in the consultation.  Id. § 800.3(f)(1) (emphasis added).  


Notwithstanding such clear and explicit mandates, FRA did not invite the County to participate in 


the Section 106 consultation for the Proposed Project.  On the contrary, it appears that a conscious 


decision was made to not invite the participation of the County and scores of other affected local 


governments.  Thus, the DEIS states that only “four Certified Local Governments (CLG) and two 


local informants were … contacted regarding information on locally designated historic resources.”  


DEIS at 4-125.  The reason for this, according to the minutes of the March 28, 2013 meeting 


between the State Historic Preservation Office (“SHPO”) and AAF, is that SHPO “felt that … due 


to past consultations with affected communities (i.e., West Palm Beach, Fort Lauderdale, Miami) 


additional separate meetings are unnecessary.”11  DEIS App. 4.4.5-A.1 at 2.  


Thus, only a handful of “certified” local governments were invited to participate in the consultation, 


leaving numerous other local jurisdictions (which – like Indian River County – are not certified) out 


of the discussions.  As noted in minutes for a July 8, 2013 SHPO-AAF meeting that included the 


few consulting parties, including FRA, “[f]or the prior EA, county and local historic preservation 


staff were invited” to participate in the consultation, but for this phase no such invitation would be 


extended because the “project will not involve new station locations that would extend into historic 


districts.”  DEIS, App. 4.4.5-A.2 at 1.  


The exclusion of virtually all local authorities from the Section 106 consultation was wholly 


improper.  There is no basis in the NHPA Regulations to limit participating local governments to 


                                                           
10


 The DEIS states on page 4-124 that “FRA is coordinating compliance with Section 106 with preparations of the 
DEIS” (emphasis added).  Under the NHPA Regulations, “coordination” is distinct from “substitution.”  
When the historic review is coordinated with the NEPA review, the Part 800 NHPA procedural requirements 
must be satisfied, along with those under NEPA.  When the federal agency seeks to streamline its review by 
substituting NEPA procedures, those procedures are followed “in lieu” of those required under the NHPA 
Regulations.  


11
 The NHPA Regulations require FRA to consult with SHPO and representatives of local government with 


jurisdiction over an area in which the effects of the Proposed Project may occur.  36 C.F.R. § 800.2(c)(1), (3).  
They do not contemplate cutting localities out of the process because SHPO advises that local consultation is 
“unnecessary.”     
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those that are “certified.”12  Moreover, it cannot be argued that the NEPA scoping process provided 


a hypothetical opportunity for local governments to provide input regarding the effects of the 


Proposed Project on cultural resources, as scoping is no substitute for active participation in a 


Section 106 consultation.  It should be noted that Indian River County, like most localities without a 


proposed station, were not directly notified about, or invited to participate in, the scoping process.  


See DEIS App. 8.1-B at App. B.  FRA could not have expected localities to infer from the generic 


scoping notice that their only opportunity to provide the information on potentially affected 


resources, adverse effects and mitigation measures would be to attend and testify at the scoping 


sessions. This is especially so because in Indian River County’s case, such sessions were not even 


convened in the county. The publication of a scoping notice does not satisfy FRA’s regulatory 


obligation to invite local authorities to join in a Section 106 consultation.  


Moreover, FRA was not justified in excluding multiple local authorities from the consultation on the 


basis that the Proposed Project will not affect cultural resources. On the contrary, one of the 


primary reasons for including local authorities in the process is to assist in the identification of 


resources that might otherwise be overlooked.  That is exactly what happened here: in the absence 


of input from informed local authorities, the parties failed to identify a number of significant cultural 


resources or the effects that the Proposed Project would have on those resources.  For example, no 


mention is made in the DEIS of two significant archaeological sites that may lie in or adjacent to the 


FECR right-of-way in Indian River County: 


The Vero Man site. This site is located along the Main Relief Canal (Van Valkenburg 


Creek), where project work would be performed to upgrade an existing railroad 


bridge, and to construct a second track. Archaeologists from Mercyhurst University, 


the local Old Vero Ice Age Committee, and scientists from the University of Florida 


have been working at this site over the past few years.  Significant artifacts have been 


uncovered during recent excavations that support the theory that this area was 


important to a large number of extinct species and the Paleo-Indians that hunted 


them. The timeline has been established at 12,000 to 14,000 years ago and may be 


even older. The archaeological activities, research, and continued excavations are 


providing valuable information about the earliest people to inhabit Florida.  The 


Vero Man site – Florida Master Site File (“FMSF”) #8IR09 - has been determined to 


be eligible for the National Register by the Florida SHPO.   Evidence of the 


presence of Paleo-Indians, extinct species, possibly hunting weapons, and an 


authenticated prehistoric art etching may make this site a potential “World Site.”  


The Gifford Bones Site.  This site is located at the North Relief Canal/Houston 


Creek, and is recorded as FMSF #8IR07 and #8IR08.  FMSF #8IR07 is noted as 


                                                           
12


 It should be noted that the NHPA regulations governing consultation do not even mention certified local 
governments.  36 C.F.R. Part 800.  By being “certified” a local government can play a more direct role in 
nominating resources to the National Register and may be eligible to receive certain historic preservation funds, 
see 36 C.F.R. § 61.6(f), but whether a locality is certified has no bearing on the Section 106 process and clearly is 
not a prerequisite to being invited to join in a Section 106 consultation.   
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“inside of drainage ditch” where bones of ground sloth, camel, mastodon and other 


animals were found.  At FMSF #8IR08 a stemmed flint projectile point was “[d]ug 


out of [the]top of … brown sand in [the] new canal north of Gifford …”. Rouse 


(1951) at 171.  This narrow canal on both the west and east sides of the railroad 


bridge and Old Dixie Highway Bridge has yielded fossilized bones for decades. 


Since it did not identify these significant historical resources in the course of the Section 106 


process, FRA failed to assess whether project construction would affect these resources by 


disturbing paleo artifacts lying beneath the surface; whether vibration from increased freight and new 


passenger operations could damage those artifacts; and whether the lateral expansion of active rail 


operations would foreclose or hinder future artifact recovery efforts.  Likewise, the DEIS failed to 


address ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse effects on these resources. 


In addition, the DEIS fails to identify at least two affected architectural resources within Indian 


River County.  Thus, nothing is said in the document about the Old Town Sebastian Historic 


District East or Old Town Sebastian Historic District West.  There are over 40 contributing sites or 


buildings in these two districts, both of which are listed on the National Register. By failing to 


identify these districts, the DEIS neglected to mention that the FECR corridor bisects them, or to 


account for the contextual effects (such as noise, vibration, safety and visual impacts) that increased 


rail traffic associated with the Proposed Project would have on them.  Nor did it address the 


measures that could be implemented to address those effects.  


The omissions from the Section 106 Historic Resources analysis noted in these comments provide a 


few examples of the deficiencies resulting from the exclusion of local authorities from the Section 


106 consultation.  It is highly likely that additional resources located within other jurisdictions along 


the corridor were also overlooked as a result of the exclusionary consultation process that was 


employed.  For that reason, FRA should reinitiate the Section 106 consultation by extending 


invitations to all affected local authorities and other parties entitled to participate under the NHPA 


Regulations.   


 


9. Section 4(f): The Section 4(f) Evaluation Failed to: Identify Significant Resources; 
Evaluate How the Proposed Project Would Use Those Resources; Whether There are 
Any Feasible and Prudent Alternatives To Those Uses; and Whether All Possible 
Planning Has Been Taken to Minimize Harm. 


Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, prohibits USDOT agencies, 


including FRA, from approving a project if it “uses” a Section 4(f) Resource13 unless (i) there is no 


prudent and feasible alternative to that use, and (ii) the project includes all possible planning to 


                                                           
13


 Section 4(f) protects the following resources: publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area, or wildlife 
and waterfowl refuge of national, State, or local significance, or land of an historic site of national, State, or 
local significance (as determined by the Federal, State, or local officials having jurisdiction over the park, area, 
refuge or site). 49 U.S.C. § 303(c).  
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minimize harm to the Section 4(f) Resource.  Pub. L. 89-670 (1966) (now codified at 49 U.S.C. § 


303(c)).  A project’s “use” of a Section 4(f) Resource can either be direct, by physically impacting a 


resource, or “constructive”, when a project’s proximity impacts are severe enough to impair a 


Section 4(f) Resource.  Regulations codified at 23 C.F.R. Part 77414 and the FRA NEPA Guidance 


establish the process for FRA’s compliance with Section 4(f).   


As discussed in the Board’s Section 106/Historic Resources Comment above, FRA failed to consult 


with local governments in the Section 106 process, and as a result, failed to identify in the DEIS 


significant historic resources listed on the National Register.  These historic resources are protected 


Section 4(f) Resources, and the potential for the Proposed Project to “use” them must be assessed 


in the Section 4(f) Evaluation.  See 23 C.F.R. § 774.11(e), (f).  In particular, the Section 4(f) 


Evaluation must assess whether there are prudent and feasible alternatives to any use of these 


resources, and ensure that the Proposed Project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to 


them.  Without correcting these substantial omissions -- and addressing any and all other Section 


4(f) Resources that were overlooked in the analyses performed thus far -- FRA may not approve the 


Section 4(f) Evaluation. 


 


10. Coastal Zone Management Act Consistency: The DEIS does not Provide a Basis for 
Determining Consistency with the Florida Coastal Zone Management Program. 


The Florida Coastal Management Program (“FCMP”) was approved by the U.S. Department of 


Commerce pursuant to the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act (“CZMA”), 16 U.S.C. § 1451 et 


seq., in 1981.  Florida Department of Environmental Protection (“FDEP”), “Florida Coastal 


Management Program Guide” (“FCMPG”) at 6 (6/26/2014).  As a result, under the CZMA all federal 


activities affecting a coastal use or resource in Florida, including the provision of RRIF funding, 


must be consistent with the FCMP “to the maximum extent practicable.”  Florida Statutes Chapter 


380; 16 U.S.C. §§ 1456(c)(1), (c)(2); 15 C.F.R. § 930.50. The FDEP is responsible for evaluating 


whether federal activities are consistent with the FCMP, and must either concur or object to a 


consistency certification submitted for the Proposed Project.  Florida Statutes § 380.23; 15 C.F.R. 


§§ 930.62, 930.63.  While FRA may intend for FDEP to rely on the information provided in the 


DEIS in making this determination, it is so lacking in substance as to preclude FDEP from relying 


upon it. 


There is no meaningful discussion in the DEIS of whether and how the Proposed Project is 


consistent with the 24 statutory programs that comprise the FCMP.  Instead, the document presents 


a “Draft Consistency Determination” consisting of Table 5.2.5-1, DEIS at 5-65, that includes a 


column with only the most cursory discussion of consistency.  One example well illustrates this 


point.  The FCMPG identifies Florida Statutes Chapter 267, Historical Resources as an “enforceable 


                                                           
14 While the Section 4(f) Regulations are promulgated by FHWA and FTA, FRA has recognized them in the 


DEIS as being applicable to the Proposed Project.  See, e.g., DEIS at 6-3.  
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policy” for purposes of federal consistency.  FCMPG at 13.  That statute declares that “[t]he rich 


and unique heritage of historic properties in this state, representing more than 10,000 years of 


human presence, is an important legacy to be valued and preserved for present and future 


generations.”  Florida Statutes § 267.061(1)(a).  Accordingly, state agencies are directed to avoid 


taking or assisting in any action that would substantially alter in a way that would adversely affect the 


character, form, integrity, or other qualities which contribute to [t]he historical, architectural, or 


archaeological value of [a historic] property” unless there is “no feasible and prudent alternative” 


and timely steps are taken either to avoid or mitigate the adverse effects, or to undertake an 


appropriate archaeological salvage excavation ….”  Florida Statutes § 267.061(2).  DEIS Table 5.2.5-


1 dismisses any concerns with respect to this policy with the statement that “[b]ased on the 


information available, the Project would have no adverse effect on archaeological sites along the N-S 


corridor.” DEIS at 5-68.  However, as discussed in the Board’s Section 106/Historic Resources 


Comment above, the cultural resources analysis presented in the DEIS was prepared without any 


meaningful consultation with local authorities, and entirely missed several significant historic 


resources in Indian River County alone.  Since the conclusion set forth in DEIS Table 5.2.5-1 is not 


backed up by the facts, it provides no basis for a determination that the Proposed Project is 


consistent with this enforceable policy.  The treatment of other enforceable policies in DEIS Table 


5.2.5-1 is equally conclusory and unsubstantiated.  As a result, the consistency analysis presented in 


the DEIS cannot serve as a basis for a determination of consistency with the FCMP.   


 


11. Consistency with Scoping: The Analyses Committed to in the Scoping Report are 
Absent from the DEIS  


In order to assure that the scope of a DEIS covers all matters of environmental concern identified 


by an agency in light of comments made by the public, the CEQ regulations clearly require that 


“[d]raft environmental impact statements … be prepared in accordance with the scope decided 


upon in the scoping process.”  40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(a).   Contrary to this mandate, the DEIS deviates 


in critical respects from commitments made by FRA in the scoping report issued for the Proposed 


Project on June 28, 2013 (the “Scoping Report”).  DEIS App. 8.1-B. 


For example, with respect to alternatives the Scoping Report indicates that “[t]he EIS will consider 


additional/alternative stations, including locating stations closer to city/government center[s].  This 


may include stations in Cocoa/Port Canaveral, Fort Pierce, Melbourne, Port Canaveral, Stuart, St. 


Lucie, and other cities along the Proposed Project corridor. The EIS will also consider alternative rail 


alignment locations west of the current corridor, including parallel to the Florida Turnpike.”  Id. at 18 (emphasis 


added).  Notwithstanding these commitments, the DEIS offers no substantive analysis of either 


topic. The Board assumes that by promising consideration of alternative routes FRA intended to 


include in the DEIS something more than the application of AAF’s profit-based criteria to screen all 


alternative routes out of substantive environmental review.  Yet as discussed above, such a 


substantive analysis was omitted from the DEIS.  Moreover, no real consideration at all was paid to 


additional stations along the N-S corridor.  
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In addition, the Scoping Report commits that ‘[t]he EIS will assess the primary and secondary (or 


induced) social and economic impacts of the [Proposed] Project, which may include relocating 


residences and businesses, changes in business patterns, employment, local school enrollment, 


community infrastructure, property values, and tax valuation/revenues.  Both local and regional social 


and economic impacts will be analyzed.”  Id. at 20 (emphasis added).  Nevertheless, as discussed in the 


Board’s Comment 6, above, the DEIS failed to include any analysis whatsoever of the localized 


impacts that construction and operation of the Proposed Project would have on the socioeconomic 


conditions in affected commercial and residential areas.  This is a glaring omission in light of: (i) the 


disruption that will be caused by construction activities associated with a major infrastructure project 


cutting through vibrant downtown areas and residential neighborhoods; (ii) the permanent barrier 


that would be created by operation of a highly active rail line separating commercial and residential 


neighborhoods; and (iii) the potential socioeconomic impacts of traffic congestion on the roadways 


proximate to the grade crossings.   


Another commitment in the Scoping Report is that “[t]he EIS will consider cumulative impacts of 


all resources, to assess the impacts of the Project in conjunction with other rail projects.”  Id. at 21. 


Yet as discussed in the Board’s Comment 2, above, contrary to that commitment the DEIS explicitly 


rejects consideration of the cumulative impacts of the Tri-Rail Coastal Link project, notwithstanding 


the availability of the information needed to do so.   


The above examples illustrate how far the DEIS strayed from the scope FRA promised to prepare at 


the conclusion of the scoping process.  The Board urges the agency to now keep those 


commitments in a supplemental DEIS.   
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List of Exhibits Provided Electronically to the Federal Railroad Administration 


Exhibit A  United States Department of Transportation, Order 5610.1C “Procedures for 
Considering Environmental Impacts” (9/18/1979). 


Exhibit B  Federal Railroad Administration, “On-Site Engineering Report – Part 2 for All 
Aboard Florida” (9/23/2014). 


Exhibit C  Florida High Speed Rail Authority, “Orlando-Miami Planning Study” (3/2003). 


Exhibit D  Council on Environmental Quality, “Considering Cumulative Effects under NEPA” 
(1/1997). 


Exhibit E  South Florida Regional Transportation Authority and All Aboard Florida, 
“Commuter Railroad Service Letter Agreement” (4/25/2014). 


Exhibit F   Florida Department of Transportation, “Final Conceptual Alternatives 
Analysis/Environmental Screening Report” (2009).  


Exhibit G   Florida Department of Transportation, “Detailed Environmental Screening Report” 
(11/2010). 


Exhibit H   Florida Department of Transportation, “Final Alternatives Analysis Report” 
(10/2011). 


Exhibit I  Florida Department of Transportation “Final Preliminary Project Development 
Report” for the Tri-Rail Coastal Link (4/2014).   


Exhibit J  Tri-Rail Coastal Link Project website (http://tri-
railcoastallink.com/frequently_asked_questions.html) (last accessed on 
11/25/2014). 


Exhibit K  Orlando Business Journal, “3 Reasons Why All Aboard Florida in Orlando Was 
Delayed” (7/9/2014). 


Exhibit L Executive Office of the President, The President’s Climate Action Plan (6/2013). 


Exhibit M  United States Department of Transportation, “Policy Statement on Climate Change 
Adaptation” (6/2011). 


Exhibit N  United States Department of Transportation, “Climate Adaptation Plan: Ensuring 
Transportation Infrastructure and System Resilience” (5/2013). 


Exhibit O  United States Department of Transportation, Order 5650.2 “Floodplain 
Management and Protection” (4/23/1979). 
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Memorandum 


 


To: Mr. Chris Mora 


 


From: Ms. Jill Grimaldi, BCES 


 


Date: November 14, 2014 


 


Subject: All Aboard Florida  


 


On September 19, 2014, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) released the Draft Environmental 


Impact Statement (DEIS) for the All Aboard Florida (AAF) high-speed rail project’s Phase 2 (West Palm 


Beach to Orlando segment). FRA is serving as the lead Federal Agency for the review of the project. An 


Environmental Assessment (EA), presumably using similar methodology, was completed for the Miami 


to West Palm Beach segment (Phase 1) of the project in 2012. The FRA issued a Finding of No Significant 


Impact (FONSI) for Phase 1. A supplemental EA is under review (concurrently with the DEIS) for the 


revised location of a maintenance facility. The supplemental EA has no bearing on the DEIS review.  


CDM Smith has conducted a thorough review of the DEIS. It should be noted that CDM Smith’s review 


comments focus solely on the information presented in the DEIS that pertains to the portion of the 


Proposed Project within Indian River County’s boundaries (including impacts on municipalities). The 


detailed summary is provided as Attachment 1 to this memorandum. 


After completing the review of the DEIS, CDM Smith has concluded that the evaluation has significant 


deficiencies when compared to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act, which 


outlines the requirements for an Environmental Impact Statement. The following presents a summary of 


the deficiencies. Additional discussion on each item is presented in Attachment 1.  


Conclusions 


Upon review of the DEIS, CDM Smith concludes that the document is incomplete and lacking in the 


following primary areas: 


1. No impacts outside the FECR ROW were included. 


2. As presented, the alternatives analysis appears to be insufficient. 


3. Noise and vibration impacts assessment is not complete.  
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a. Vibration data is lacking. 


b. General methodologies were used instead of the detailed assessment called for under 


the FRA manual.  


c. Noise levels are underestimated when compared to the existing conditions data 


collected by CDM Smith. 


d. Future condition predicts a near doubling of noise levels.  


4. Construction/temporary impacts are not addressed (other than minimal construction noise 


data). 


5. Traffic evaluation is insufficient.  


a. Number of crossings evaluated is not adequate. 


b. Very significant queuing impacts will result from the Project that were not properly 


disclosed. 


c. Traffic projections not based on actual traffic counts kept by Indian River County 


(updated annually). 


d. AM peak not included. 


e. Delay and queuing calculations are unclear. 


f. RTC model results do not include impacts to at-grade crossings or the results of multiple 


trains at rail crossings. 


g. No mention of future greenway plans (for bicycle and pedestrian use). 


h. No data given on the projected emergency vehicle impacts for at-grade crossings; no 


indication of the local emergency routes that were input into the RTC model to render a 


solution on possible delay impacts. 


6. Wetlands analysis is incomplete. Evaluation must include potential impacts resulting from 


improvements made at crossings outside of the existing ROW. 


7. Threatened and Endangered Species analysis is incomplete. Evaluation must include potential 


impacts resulting from improvements made at crossings outside of the existing ROW. 


8. EJ requirement for community outreach is insufficient; specifically, outreach to disadvantaged 


communities was not adequate. 


9. Regarding Coastal Zone Management, enforceable policies 553 and 597 were not addressed. 


10. Cultural Resource evaluation is grossly lacking. 


a. No mention was made of the historic districts or dozens of historic sites. 
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b. Local governments/groups/individuals as Section 106 Consulting Parties. 


c. No archaeological survey appears to have been conducted for portions of the project 


APE. 


d. No vibration analysis information provide as it pertains to cultural or archaeological 


sites. 


In conclusion, CDM Smith believes that the evaluation included in the DEIS is incomplete and 


recommends that a supplemental DEIS be required prior to issuance of a Record of Decision by the FRA. 


 


File: 6706-104005 


 


 


cc:  Dylan Reingold 


  Kate Cotner 


  Jane Wheeler 
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Executive Summary 


Upon review of the DEIS, CDM Smith concludes that the document is incomplete and lacking in the 


following primary areas: 


1. No impacts outside the FECR ROW were included. 


2. As presented, the alternatives analysis appears to be insufficient. 


3. Noise and vibration impacts assessment is not complete.  


a. Vibration data is lacking. 


b. General methodologies were used instead of the detailed assessment called for under the 


FRA manual.  


c. Noise levels are underestimated when compared to the existing conditions data collected 


by CDM Smith. 


d. Future condition predicts a near doubling of noise levels.  


4. Construction/temporary impacts are not addressed (other than minimal construction noise data). 


5. Traffic evaluation is insufficient.  


a. Number of crossings evaluated is not adequate. 


b. Very significant queuing impacts will result from the Proposed Project that were not 


properly disclosed. 


c. Traffic projections not based on actual traffic counts kept by Indian River County (updated 


annually). 


d. AM peak not included. 


e. Delay and queuing calculations are unclear. 


f. RTC model results do not include impacts to at-grade crossings or the results of multiple 


trains at rail crossings. 


g. No mention of future greenway plans (for bicycle and pedestrian use). 


h. No data given on the projected emergency vehicle impacts for at-grade crossings; no 


indication of the local emergency routes that were input into the RTC model to render a 


solution on possible delay impacts. 


6. Wetlands analysis is incomplete. Evaluation must include potential impacts resulting from 


improvements made at crossings outside of the existing ROW. 


7. Threatened and Endangered Species analysis is incomplete. Evaluation must include potential 


impacts resulting from improvements made at crossings outside of the existing ROW. 


8. EJ requirement for community outreach is insufficient; specifically, outreach to disadvantaged 


communities was not adequate. 


9. Regarding Coastal Zone Management, enforceable policies 553 and 597 were not addressed. 
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10. Cultural Resource evaluation is grossly lacking. 


a. No mention was made of the historic districts or dozens of historic sites. 


b. Local governments/groups/individuals as Section 106 Consulting Parties. 


c. No archaeological survey appears to have been conducted for portions of the Proposed 


Project APE. 


d. No vibration analysis information provide as it pertains to cultural or archaeological sites. 


In conclusion, CDM Smith believes that the evaluation included in the DEIS is incomplete and recommends 


that a supplemental DEIS be required prior to issuance of a Record of Decision by the FRA. 
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Section 1  


General Comments 


1.1 Background 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was signed into law on January 1, 1970. NEPA establishes 


“national environmental policy and goals for the protection, maintenance, and enhancement of the 


environment and provides a process for implementing these goals within the federal agencies.”  


From the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (U.S. EPA) NEPA website, “Title I of NEPA contains a 


Declaration of National Environmental Policy which requires the federal government to use all practicable 


means to create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive harmony. 


Section 102 requires federal agencies to incorporate environmental considerations in their planning and 


decision-making through a systematic interdisciplinary approach. Specifically, all federal agencies are to 


prepare detailed statements assessing the environmental impact of and alternatives to major federal 


actions significantly affecting the environment. These statements are commonly referred to as 


environmental impact statements (EIS).” 


On September 19, 2014, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) released the Draft Environmental 


Impact Statement (DEIS) for the All Aboard Florida (AAF) high-speed rail project’s Phase 2 (“Proposed 


Project”). FRA is serving as the lead Federal Agency for the review of the Proposed Project. An 


Environmental Assessment (EA), presumably using similar methodology, was completed for the Miami to 


West Palm Beach segment (Phase 1) of the project in 2012. The FRA issued a Finding of No Significant 


Impact (FONSI) for Phase 1. A supplemental EA is under review (concurrently with the DEIS) for the revised 


location of a maintenance facility. The supplemental EA has no bearing on the DEIS review.  


CDM Smith has conducted a thorough review of the DEIS. It should be noted that CDM Smith’s review 


comments, focus solely on the information presented in the DEIS that pertains to the portion of the 


Proposed Project within Indian River County’s boundaries (including impacts on municipalities). 


1.2 General Comments 
The DEIS limits the review of impacts to those activities being planned within the existing right-of-way 


(ROW) for the Florida East Coast Railroad (FECR), when in fact, the more significant local impacts would fall 


outside of the corridor at the individual roadway crossings (traffic control and signalization improvements) 


and bridge crossings. In general, FECR maintains a 100 foot ROW throughout Indian River County. CDM 


Smith was notified during the diagnostic field evaluation that intersection improvements would include the 


addition of 100 foot long traffic separating medians on each side of the crossing to address safety 


requirements for high speed rail projects. This adds up to 200 feet of additional impacts at each of the 


intersections where the median installation is feasible for the given crossing geometry (exit gates/4-


quadrant gates will be used where medians cannot be accommodated). The addition of these medians, at 


many of the crossings, will require road widening, filling of stormwater swales/ditches, relocation of 


overhead and underground utilities and potential traffic impacts from shortened queue in turn lanes. 
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The diagnostic report provided via email by Indian River County staff outlines some of the intersection 


improvements being proposed; however, this information is not presented in the DEIS. Therefore, the DEIS 


should be considered incomplete due to the lack of information addressing impacts outside of the ROW.  


The DEIS is also silent on the potential impacts from construction activities. The document does not 


identify construction lay-down or staging areas, information on construction sequencing or duration, dust 


control measures, or the potential noise and vibration impacts to archaeological or historical sites along 


the corridor within the Area of Potential Effects (APE).  


In addition to the missing construction and intersection improvement impacts, the following general 


comments were noted during CDM Smith’s review: 


1. The presentation of the Miami to West Palm Beach segment (Phase 1) separate from the remaining 


segments appears to be a clear case of segmentation (i.e. Phase 1 was reviewed and approved 


independently of and ahead of Phase 2). For a project to be segmented under NEPA, AAF would 


have had to demonstrate “Independent Utility” in order for project components to be reviewed and 


considered separately. CDM Smith is not convinced AAF has demonstrated “Independent Utility,” 


and would request further documentation from FRA that this process was undertaken in accordance 


with NEPA requirements. 


2. AAF applied for federal funds from FRA through the Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement 


Financing (RRIF) program. Compliance with the NEPA is a prerequisite for approval of the RRIF loan 


application. CDM Smith also reviewed the RRIF loan application for the purpose of confirming 


consistency between the documents.  


3. The Proposed Project as analyzed in the DEIS is assumed to include 5 additional passenger train sets; 


16 round-trip trips (32 one-way trips). The DEIS does not account for the increase in freight traffic 


that is noted in the RRIF loan application or the potential for increased passenger rail traffic over 


time. 


4. The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) cooperating agency acceptance and jurisdiction determination are 


included, but the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 


documents are not included.  


5. The DEIS draws conclusions throughout without adequate justification. For example, the document 


concludes that no significant localized traffic impacts would result from operation of the Proposed 


Project; however, Appendix 3.3 C indicates that queues stretching for more than a mile would occur 


at least 4 times an hour at certain area intersections. Such impacts, which could occur all along the 


corridor of the Proposed Project, were not appropriately addressed.  


1.3 Indirect and Secondary Impacts 
The DEIS concludes that there will be “no induced growth” as a result of the Proposed Project; however, 


there are direct statements to the contrary within the DEIS. For example, Table 5.2.5-1 states that, “The 


project would provide linkages between regional and statewide multi-modal transportation networks and 


promote commercial development within the vicinity of transit systems” and “The Project would have an 


indirect beneficial effect on future business opportunities and would likely promote tourism in the region.” 


Section 5.1.2.3 states “The three proposed stations for the WPB-M Corridor (in West Palm Beach, Fort 
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Lauderdale and Miami) may result in secondary effects such as creating potential for development and 


redevelopment outside the development directly associated with the stations. This additional development 


may also create impacts such as induced traffic generated by those developments.” This statement 


contradicts Section 5.2.1.3, which states “The areas surrounding the proposed stations are already 


developed; the Project is not anticipated to result in induced growth or development that could generate 


additional emissions of criteria pollutants, and would not result in indirect or secondary effects to air 


quality.” 


1.3 Permitting and Regulatory Reviews 
The DEIS fails to include documentation that USACE and FAA agreed to act as cooperating agencies for 


purposes of reviewing the Proposed Project. The NEPA-required cover page of the DEIS lists USACE, USCG 


and FAA be cooperating agencies. A “cooperating agency” is an agency that has jurisdiction by law or 


special expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved in a proposal (or a reasonable 


alternative) and will typically have some responsibilities for the analysis related to its jurisdiction or special 


expertise (See 40 CFR 1501.6 and 40 CFR 1508.5). Page 1-5 of the DEIS indicates that USACE was asked to 


participate as a cooperating agency and USACE agreed; there is a similar statement regarding FAA’s 


involvement on page 1-6. No cooperating agency documentation was provided for either the USACE or the 


FAA.  


An EIS should include detailed statements concerning the environmental impacts of the proposed project; 


not bypass this obligation to other permitting processes. On October 7, 2014, the USACE issued a notice 


stating that, “The applicant has estimated that the north/south component of the proposed railway would 


occur within the existing FECR ROW and would only require minor impacts to waters of the United States 


(wetlands and surface waters) at various locations along the corridor. The Corps has initially determined 


these minor improvements could be verified in accordance with the Corps’ Nationwide Permit (NWP) 


program. Verification by NWP would not require further public coordination.” The notice further stated 


that USACE will use the final EIS as the NEPA document for issuance of the NWP.  


Additional discussions with the USACE Project Manager indicated that authority for review of the proposed 


bridge improvements and replacements along the North-South (N-S) segment would be delegated to the 


USCG, in accordance with Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. Section 9 states that a USACE permit 


may still be required pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act if the construction of a bridge over a 


navigable waterway requires the discharge of dredged and/or fill material into waters of the United States. 


Without preliminary design plans for the Proposed Project, it is difficult to evaluate the extent of required 


dredge and fill activities, and therefore to what extent USACE involvement is required.  


In addition to USACE and USCG authority, local permits will be required for the proposed bridge 


replacements and expansions. The Indian River Farms Water Control District (IRFWCD) maintains the 


North, Main and South Relief Canals. The referenced canals are listed in Appendix 5.3.6-B6 of the DEIS (ESA 


Section 7 Consultation 20140129) to be upgraded (not replaced). CDM Smith spoke with the 


superintendent of the IRFWCD, who indicated that there has been no contact or coordination to date 


between the AAF project team and IRFWCD regarding permit or maintenance requirements. IRFWCD 


further indicated that the existing support for the North Relief Canal Bridge is in a state of disrepair with 


significant washouts and undermining being observed on the southern support.  
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Section 2  


Affected Environment and Environmental 


Consequences 


The majority of the existing environmental conditions and impacts are summarized in Sections 4 and 5 of 


the DEIS, and CDM Smith’s review of those two sections is presented below. 


2.1 Traffic and Transportation Impacts 
2.1.1 Railroad Crossings Selected 


The DEIS failed to consider a representative sample of railroad crossings in Indian River County and thus 


the impact has not been adequately analyzed or addressed. Two out of 30 crossings in Indian River County 


were selected based on the largest 2012 Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) on roads crossing the rail line. 


Oslo Road had a 2012 AADT of 14,400 and 19
th


 Place an AADT of 11,500. Although these roads have the 


largest AADT, they may not necessarily have the longest delay and queue caused by train activity. Two out 


of 30 intersections represents an inadequate sample size.  


2.1.2 Traffic Projections  


The DEIS failed to follow FDOT guidance by not conducting actual intersection turning movement counts 


and not conducting an analysis using those actual counts. The DEIS estimated peak hour intersection traffic 


at the two Indian River County crossings by applying a K (daily traffic occurring in the peak hour) and D 


(directional distribution) factor to the AADT values. AAF then applied a turning movement volume 


distribution (left, through, and right) to the PM peak hour traffic to estimate intersection traffic. The DEIS 


failed to calculate AM peak hour conditions completely. This methodology, according to the Railroad 


Crossing Analysis report for All-Aboard-Florida, is found in the 2009 Florida Department of Transportation 


(FDOT) Quality/Level of Service Handbook. CDM Smith’s concern with this methodology is that the 


estimated peak hour intersection traffic volumes could be significantly different than actual traffic, and 


that the differences are compounded when a growth rate is applied. It would be more appropriate to 


conduct actual intersection turning movement counts and conduct analysis using those actual counts (see 


FDOT 2014 Project Traffic Forecasting Handbook Ch.6, Section 6.5 paragraph). 


Year 2016 and 2036 traffic projections were based on a one percent annual growth rate. The report states 


this was based on historical traffic data and is conservative because much of the corridor has seen negative 


growth over the last several years. It would be more appropriate to utilize the regional Travel Demand 


Model to project future traffic conditions. 


2.1.3 Delay and Queuing Analysis 


The DEIS does not properly analyze the delay and queuing calculations. Table 3-10 in the rail crossing 


report presents some confusing information. First, the automobile delay and queue calculations caused by 


a passenger and freight train are almost the same, but CDM Smith understands that a freight train is much 


longer and will create a longer “gate down” condition. Second, CDM Smith is not sure how the delay and 


queue calculations are done. At Oslo Road and US 1 the eastbound delay and queue at the intersection is 
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much longer than at the railroad crossing. For example, the year 2036 eastbound delay at the intersection 


is projected to be 656.2 seconds (10 minutes 56 seconds) (passenger train) versus 87.5 seconds at the 


railroad crossing. It seems that eastbound traffic would be delayed a similar amount of time whether it is 


due to the rail gate down condition or the traffic signal at US 1 being preempted by the train. Furthermore, 


the northbound left and southbound right turn delays and queues for traffic turning from US 1 onto Oslo 


Road are not shown. It is assumed that the northbound and southbound through movements on US 1 will 


have a green indication while a train is crossing Oslo Road, but all other movements at the US 1 and Oslo 


Road intersection oriented towards westbound Oslo Road will be prohibited. This could be substantial and 


create safety problems at the intersection. For example, the northbound US 1 dual left turn lane will likely 


reach its capacity of 26 vehicles or approximately 650 feet while a train is crossing Oslo Road such that 


excess vehicles are blocking the inside through lane. As the left turn lane demand increases, motorists may 


maneuver unsafely in and out of the lane as they attempt to travel westbound. Additionally, the 


southbound US 1 right turn lane at Oslo Road is approximately 150 feet long and can store approximately 


six vehicles. While a train is crossing Oslo Road, this right turn lane will likely reach its capacity. Finally, it is 


not clear where the westbound projected queue at the Oslo Road and US 1 intersection would be. For 


example, at that intersection, the westbound queue is projected to be 4,099 feet in 2036. At the FEC 


railroad crossing the westbound queue is projected to be 1,594 feet. If the 4,099 foot queue would 


consume the US 1 lanes feeding westbound Oslo Road, the impact on US 1 would be significant.  


As the results appear flawed, the FRA should review the Synchro output to determine assumptions and 


more details about their methodology. It is not clear where or if the consultant got the actual traffic signal 


splits and offsets (traffic signal cycle lengths and timing).  


The DEIS fails to give an adequate delay and queuing analysis for two trains crossing simultaneously. The 


results of the delay analysis shown in Table 3-10 and 3-11 seem to represent one train crossing. CDM Smith 


understands that two trains could cross a road consecutively and that would lengthen the delay and queue. 


In effect, back-to-back trains crossing would compound the impact even more because queues from the 


first train would not have a chance to dissipate before the second train arrived.  


CDM Smith believes that FRA must reexamine the appropriateness of the weighted average shown in these 


tables. The weighted average of delay, queue, and LOS does not provide meaningful information.  


The DEIS failed to provide any mitigation for the long delays created by the rail crossing delays. The 


mitigation could include improvements to US 1 or the perpendicular crossing streets in the form of 


additional turn lanes, additional through lanes, or improved traffic signal equipment. Other potential 


mitigation could include improvements to the overall street network to relieve congestion caused by train 


crossings, or grade separating some of the railroad crossing to provide relief.  


2.1.4 Local Traffic Impacts 


The frequency projections of freight and passenger trains along the N-S Corridor identified in the DEIS 


would be anticipated to cause delays at one or multiple at-grade crossings simultaneously through Indian 


River County, however the DEIS states that there may be minor increased traffic delays at existing at-grade 


crossings. The report also states there may be delays to trains on a “shared use” environment (both 


passenger and freight service) which will be controlled by the Train Dispatcher as shown on pages 3-4 and 


3-5. There is mention of installing additional passing tracks and from our understanding there are no 


existing passing tracks within Indian River County. With both the frequency projections of freight and 


passenger trains along the N-S Corridor it is safe to assume delays could increase at one or multiple at-
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grade crossings simultaneously through Indian River County. The train speeds as shown on Tables 5.1.3-1 & 


5.1.2-4 for both passenger and freight appear to assume the speeds will be constant throughout the N-S 


Corridor and/or counties. This assumes all the existing and proposed track length through the counties can 


accommodate the stated speed and that no trains will require crossing over to the adjacent track or 


stopping within Indian River County.  


The DEIS fails to use the proper model for impacts to at-grade crossings or the results of multiple trains at 


rail crossings and fails to adequately address mitigation for such impacts. The DEIS does state using Rail 


Traffic Controller (RTC) model is an acceptable method to predict train movements; however, the report 


stated results of this model for bridge closures over navigable waterways, but not for impacts to at-grade 


crossings or the results of multiple trains at rail crossings The software will provide time-table and track 


occupancy results and animation (see www.berkelysimlulation.com) and take into account speed. The 


report does mention the addition of passing tracks and or universal crossovers (pg. 3-37) to accommodate 


trains passing each other; however, there are no indications where these may occur. The DEIS does not 


present design plans to identify passing options. The DEIS does state there will be adverse environmental 


effects to at-grade crossings and that each crossing will be reviewed and mitigation measures installed to 


reduce these impacts (DEIS S-8). Again there are no design plans showing these mitigation measures or 


what the impact will be to the local authorities for the capital investment or additional maintenance costs. 


In addition, it is anticipated that there will be possible footprint increases to the existing roadway at 


intersections and possible additional traffic pre-emption signal heads.  


2.1.5 Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts 


The DEIS overlooks impacts on bicycle and pedestrian traffic. Many of the railroad crossings are located in 


heavily populated and densely developed areas that generate a substantial amount of bicycle and 


pedestrian traffic. The impact to this growing segment of the traveling population has not been addressed. 


The DEIS does state (section 3.3.1) that “pedestrian at-grade crossings would be upgraded to enhance 


safety.” The DEIS does not address additional risks to pedestrians crossing the tracks outside of grade 


crossings as a result of increased freight and new passenger rail traffic traveling at high speeds on two 


tracks. There are no future projections of greenways stated or statements that discussions have been made 


to local Transportation/Metropolitan Planning Organizations about their projections for bicycle/pedestrian 


volumes and about their future plans for greenways. 


2.1.6 Emergency Vehicle Mobility 


Without the appropriate data, the DEIS does not adequately address the impact on emergency response 


vehicles. Indian River County has a significant number of hospitals and fire stations that will be impacted by 


additional railroad crossing blockages. Fire truck and ambulance movements are anticipated to be more 


inhibited when trains are moving through the grade crossings due to increase rail freight and passenger 


trains. As stated earlier, the DEIS does state the applicant used an RTC model (see section 4.3.4 on what 


the software will provide) for projected train movements; however, there is no data given on the projected 


impacts to at-grade crossings. In addition, there was no indication the local emergency routes were 


inputted into the RTC model to render a solution on possible delay impacts. 


2.2 Noise and Vibration Impacts 
The DEIS failed to include an in-depth assessment of the noise and vibration impacts caused by the 


Proposed Project. High Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 
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(DOT/FRA/ORD-12/15, September, 2012) provides the basic guidance and procedures for the assessment 


of potential noise and vibration impacts from proposed high-speed ground transportation projects. This 


manual is intended for projects with train speeds of 90 to 250 mph. The manual is similar to the FTA Transit 


Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment manual (which is intended for projects with train speeds up to 90 


mph). An important characteristic of the noise from high-speed trains that is absent from the DEIS noise 


analysis is the analysis of the onset rate of the sound signature. Onset rate is the average rate of change of 


increasing sound pressure level in decibels per second during a single noise event. The rapid approach of a 


high-speed train is accompanied by a sudden increase in noise for a receiver near the tracks. There is an 


absence of discussion of onset rate and an apparent reliance on the FTA manual (showing typical A-


weighted maximum sound levels) rather than on the more appropriate than FRA manual (showing typical 


A-weighted levels of high-speed train sources).  


The DEIS lacks calculation details and quantitative support for its impact assessment as required by the 


Federal Railroad Administration manual. In general, the impact assessments are lacking calculation 


details and quantitative support. The Proposed Project is well beyond the initial planning stages. 


Therefore, these calculations and support documentation should be required as part of the DEIS analysis. 


The DEIS fails to include an evaluation of noise and vibration impacts on subterranean archaeological sites 


and vertical historical sites along the N-S Corridor. The FRA manual references Section 106 and states with 


regard to historic and archaeological sites, “Special protection provided by law. Section 4(f) of the DOT Act 


and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act come into play frequently during the 


environmental review of transit projects. Section 4(f) protects historic sites and publicly-owned parks, 


recreation areas and wildlife refuges. Section 106 protects historic and archaeological resources.” The DEIS 


does not include a complete list of the subterranean archaeological sites and vertical historical sites along 


the N-S Corridor. Therefore, it does not evaluate the Proposed Project’s noise and vibration impacts on the 


subterranean archaeological sites and vertical historical sites along the N-S Corridor.  


Moreover, AAF made no attempt to collect representative noise data at a representative sampling of 


intersections along the corridor, as is required by Section 106 of the NHPA.  


Specifically, CDM Smith noted the following deficiencies: 


1. The DEIS relied on an inaccurate methodology for determining existing noise levels. The FRA manual 


recommends that noise be considered in terms of divergence, absorption/diffusion and/or shielding at 


a distance of 50 feet from the source. Existing noise levels at 50 feet were not monitored in the field, 


but rather estimated based on the FTA Guidance Manual based on population density or proximity to 


an interstate highway, airport, or an existing rail line. No figures are presented to show the existing 


ambient noise levels in the Project Study Area derived from these different estimated noise levels. 


Existing ambient noise levels would be helpful in comparing existing and future build impacts at 


sensitive land uses and historic properties. Measurements of existing ambient noise levels, especially 


at sensitive land uses and historic properties, should have been used as the combination of various 


transportation and urban noise sources can be complex. See Appendix B of the FRA manual which 


discusses options for determination of existing noise levels ranging from full measurement (more 


accurate) to tabular lookup (less accurate). 


a. Outdoor measurements were collected by CDM Smith using a Type 1 SoundPro DL sound level 


meter in October 2014. The noise meter was placed 5 feet above the ground level. Noise levels 







Section 2 • Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 


 


  2-5 
jj1599_Executive Summary.docx 


©2014 CDM Smith Inc. 


All Rights Reserved 


were measured at each location and the equivalent steady-state sound level (Leq) was collected for 


each site logged in one minute intervals. One minute data log is important to determine any 


aberrant noise events at each site. Noise levels were measured at six locations within the Project 


Study Area, as shown in Table 2-1. The purpose of the ambient noise level measurement was to 


quantify the existing acoustic environment and provide a baseline for assessing the impact of 


future noise levels on the receptors in the vicinity of the proposed action resulting from the 


Proposed Project. No documentation of field measurements collected by AAF were presented in 


the DEIS. 


Table 2-1 October 2014 Noise Data Collected by CDM Smith 


Crossing Location Measured (various time periods) Ambient 


Train 


Event 


Train 


Horn 


    Lmax Leq Lmin Leq Leq Lmax 


Sebastian Roseland Rd 107 79 48 71 88 107 


Sebastian Schumann Dr 104 74 42 64 88 104 


Vero Beach 45th St 101 71 47 64 83 101 


Vero Beach 23rd St 105 78 52 64 86 105 


Vero Beach 4th St 98 76 53 68 86 98 


Vero Beach Highland Dr 106 80 52 67 89 106 


b. People generally perceive a 10 A-weighted decibel (dBA) increase in a noise level as a doubling of 


loudness. For example, a 70-dBA sound will be perceived by an average person as twice as loud as 


a 60-dBA sound. People generally cannot detect differences of 1 dBA to 2 dBA. Differences of 3 


dBA can be detected by most people with average hearing abilities. A 5-dBA change would likely 


be perceived by most people under normal listening conditions.  


c. The DEIS underestimates the noise impacts from the Proposed Project. Table 5.2.2-9 of the DEIS, 


indicates that the Proposed Project would result in daytime noise levels (Leq) ranging from 62.1 to 


63.9 dBA close to at-grade crossings (average 62.5 dBA) and ranging from 61.4 to 63.5 dBA along 


the mainline tracks. The 2014 ambient noise levels (Leq) collected by CDM Smith in the field ranged 


from 61 to 71 dBA and 83 to 89 dBA during a train event for the existing condition. These values 


are higher than the projected background conditions used in the DEIS. The DEIS does not address 


different noise sources and combining of noise sources such as traffic noise, freight noise, and 


passenger train noise to calculate the increase in the noise levels from the Proposed Project which 


results in underestimation of noise levels from the project. 


d. The Ldn ranged from 62.2 to 64.1 at-grade crossings and 61.6 to 63.6 along the mainline. The future 


noise levels listed in Table 5.2.2-10 shows the existing Ldn noise levels are 75 dBA with the project 


noise at 64 dBA in Indian River County. Comparing existing Ldn from the existing levels of 62.2 to 


64.1 to future levels of 75 dBA, there is a 10 dBA increase which equates to doubling of loudness.  


2. The DEIS fails to include existing vibration levels in the Project Study Area to compare to future 


vibration levels. Similarly, generic vibration levels at various distances are only shown for rubber-tired 


vehicles traveling at 30 miles per hour (mph), light rail traveling at 50 mph, and heavy rail traveling at 


50 mph. As suggested by the DEIS, the vibration source in the E-W Corridor is SR 528, where vehicles in 


the Project Study Area will be traveling at speeds exceeding 30 mph. According to a later reference on 


page 5-43, freight trains observed for the Amtrak EA had speeds ranging from 30 to 49 mph. No figures 
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are presented to show the existing vibration levels in the Project Study Area that were used to 


compare against the future vibration levels.  


3. The estimated noise levels for SR528 presented in the DEIS are based on an incorrect classification. The 


DEIS shows that FRA used FTA noise levels for interstate highways to estimate noise levels near SR 528; 


however, SR 528 is a state road, not an interstate highway.  


4. The DEIS fails to give a detailed explanation of the noise levels associated with both idling locomotives 


and moving locomotives. The DEIS mentions noise from idling locomotives and moving trains; 


however, it does not explain what these noise levels are and how the Ldn from moving and idling trains 


at the VMF were calculated to be 68.8 dBA at 50 feet.  


5. The DEIS fails to provide a basis for its declared correction factors for the Proposed Project. On page 5-


41, the DEIS states that there is a correction factor for passenger trains of 4 dBA. Moreover, on page 5-


50, the DEIS states that there is a correction factor for passenger trains of 10 VdB). These figures, 


however, are referenced for passenger trains on elevated tracks. No basis is provided for these factors. 


6. The DEIS did not adequately account for the noise and vibrations of the construction equipment or the 


noise and vibrations that occur when you use two pieces of equipment simultaneously. Construction 


noise is evaluated for the two loudest pieces of equipment. It is not clear whether it was assumed that 


both pieces of equipment will be operating concurrently. Numerous pieces of equipment operating 


concurrently may contribute substantially to the overall construction noise, even if the individual 


equipment may not be as loud as the two selected equipment. The DEIS should have described the 


other typical construction equipment and the number of various equipment operating simultaneously, 


and based the analysis on the combined noise from that equipment.  


7. The DEIS fails to address the increase in future traffic noise along the Proposed Project corridor. The 


DEIS references existing noise from SR 528 and other roadways as the dominant existing noise source; 


however, the increase of traffic along these corridors that will occur by the time the Proposed Project 


is in full operation (future condition) is not documented. In the DEIS, the total future noise level is 


calculated by adding the Proposed Project noise level to the existing highway noise level. Therefore, 


failing to account for the fact that population growth will result in increased traffic noise in the Project 


Study Area in the horizon year when the Proposed Project is fully operational. Increases in future 


traffic noise along Project Study Area travel corridors are not addressed in the DEIS. See the FRA 


manual, Chapter 3, Noise Impact Criteria, which discusses relationship of project noise impacts to 


ambient noise levels (the higher the ambient noise level, the lower the noise level increase before 


onset of impact).The document also does not discuss the freight and passenger rail growth and long 


term impacts. 


8. The DEIS fails to analyze the increase in freight traffic in the alternatives analysis. The DEIS analyzes the 


increase in freight operation for the No-Action Alternative only. The change in freight operation should 


have been addressed for the Project Alternatives, as required by NEPA for an EIS. 


9. The DEIS failed to discuss the quantitative effects of speed and type of locomotive on the noise and 


vibration levels. The DEIS indicates that noise and vibration levels were calculated for different train 


speeds. The document should have discussed the effect of the referenced speed and type of 


locomotive (i.e., freight vs. high speed passenger train) on noise and vibration levels, such as 
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calculating high speed train onset rate, or startle effect (see p. 2-6 of the FRA Manual) and 


aerodynamic noise (see p. 2-11 of the FRA Manual).  


10. The DEIS did not properly analyze the noise and vibration impacts to land uses, historical structures or 


archeological resources that are within 600 feet of the Proposed Project’s Rail Corridor. Page 4-37 of 


the DEIS specifically states that the Project Study Area for vibration extends approximately 600 feet 


from the rail corridor; however, on page 4-122, the DEIS deviates from the 600 feet boundary and 


presented a vibration analysis for archaeological resources that was limited to the footprint of 


subsurface activities within the existing approximately 100-foot wide FECR ROW for the N-S Corridor.  


11. The DEIS fails to disclose the total number of land uses that are sensitive to noise or vibration (a.k.a. 


sensitive receptors) currently being affected by existing noise levels. In Section 5.2.2.2, numbers of 


impacted sensitive receptors are presented for various project components. AAF should discuss the 


total number of sensitive receptors and ones that may already be impacted without the Proposed 


Project in the Affected Environment section (refer to pages 5-5 through 5-8 of the FRA Manual). 


12. The DEIS fails to adequately describe the noise and vibration mitigation. Section 7.2.4 indicates that 


AAF will implement mitigation measures as part of the project design; however, it is unclear what that 


mitigation would be, or what its effectiveness would be in addressing significant impacts.  


13. The DEIS fails to include a documented mitigation analysis. Moderate and Severe impacts are identified 


in the DEIS, however, mitigation analysis is not documented. Noise barrier analysis or horn noise 


assessment using the FTA and FRA noise assessment manuals is not included in the DEIS. The FRA 


manual for high-speed rail projects is designed to complement the FTA manual. The High-Speed 


Ground Transportation Noise Spreadsheet Model has been developed in conjunction with the FRA 


manual for calculating noise from high-speed rail projects.  


2.3 Air Impacts  
The DEIS did not use the correct methodology to analyze the increase in vehicular emissions caused by the 


Proposed Project. The Methodology section on page 5-34 of the DEIS states that for vehicular emissions 


modeling, “all vehicles were assumed to be gasoline burning vehicles.” The assumption is not used by the 


Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and is not a U.S. EPA-recommended methodology for NEPA 


analyses [U.S. EPA, “Policy Guidance on the Use of MOVES2014 for State Implementation Plan 


Development, Transportation Conformity, and Other Purposes’’ (EPA–420–B–14–008, July 2014)]. The DEIS 


should analyze the vehicular emissions using the latest version of the U.S. EPA’s Motor Vehicle Emissions 


Simulator (MOVES), MOVES2014 [Note that the older version, MOVES2010, is also acceptable. (79 FR 


60343)]. The FRA should have obtained MOVES2014 input files from the Florida Department of 


Environmental Protection or FDOT for Florida vehicle fleet distributions, by geographic area, and run these 


to obtain accurate, up-to-date, and defensible emissions inventories for a representative mix of vehicle 


types and ages. 


The DEIS fails to examine the negative localized impacts of air emission rates due to the Proposed Project. 


Tables 5.2-1 and 5.2.2 show the overall regional net benefit in annual mass air emissions due to the 


induced modal switch from passenger cars to train use. The text suggests that this benefit is not uniformly 


distributed across the state. The Miami to West Palm section of the project will receive most of the benefit, 


because that is where train stations are available to travelers; however, it is likely that Indian River County 


will suffer detriment because the Proposed Project will INCREASE annual mass air emission rates in its area. 
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This is because Indian River County will have no train stations to remove on-road vehicle trips, but will have 


increased emissions from passenger trains, induced additional freight trains, and greater idling at at-grade 


crossings. The Proposed Project’s air emissions impacts specific to Indian River County should be modeled 


and disclosed. The public should have complete information about impacts the Proposed Project will cause 


in some portions of the state so that other portions of the state can receive benefits. 


The DEIS fails to address the Proposed Project impacts to the localized air quality. Potentially significant 


localized impacts would be expected to be associated with maintenance yards, terminals, and park-to-ride 


lots. The Proposed Project plans to have third-rail siding at three locations in Indian River County. If the 


purpose of the third track siding is to hold idling freight trains while the high-speed passenger trains passes, 


the DEIS should include modeling for these emissions, especially diesel particulate matter emissions. The 


DEIS should also address potential effects to sensitive receptors nearest these locations. 


The intersection carbon monoxide analysis has been generalized from the 2012 Phase 1 studies. An up-to-


date analysis with the latest traffic and emissions data is recommended to determine if a microscale 


dispersion models should be run for carbon monoxide concentrations at the worst-case at-grade crossing 


in Indian River County (FHWA Technical Advisory T 6640.8A). An analysis for the new one-hour nitrogen 


dioxide National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) should be included. Although quantitative 


modeling is not required by FHWA Technical Advisory T 6640.8A, this new stringent NAAQS is a possible 


issue at congested intersections.  


Section 5.2.1.4 Construction-Period Impacts evaluation lacks the detail required for an adequate DEIS. 


Among other things, the analysis should include a discussion of the length of the construction period along 


each segment, identification of areas where contaminated soils would be disturbed (and specific mitigation 


measures), identification of construction staging areas and their activities, description of and commitment 


to specific dust control measures, and an evaluation of exposure to diesel particulate matter emissions 


from construction equipment (FHWA Technical Advisory T 6640.8A).  


Regarding DEIS Section 7.2.3 – Mitigation Measures, Air Quality, the discussion of mitigation for fugitive 


dust control is generic, and there is no mention of mitigation for diesel particulate matter emissions. 


Mitigation discussion is required under 40 CFR 1502.16(h). The section should identify the Best 


Management Practices that would be employed at staging areas and at construction sites. CDM Smith 


recommends also that AAF commit to use of construction equipment meeting U.S. EPA Tier 4 emissions 


standards, or to retrofitting equipment not meeting these standards with diesel particulate matter filters. 


2.4 Coastal Zone Management 
The DEIS speaks to the applicable coastal zone management statutes (Table 5.2.5-1) and concludes that the 


Proposed Project is consistent, but there is very little back-up for this conclusion. Additionally, Table 5.2.5-1 


omits applicable, enforceable policies 553 (Building and Construction Standards) and 597 (Aquaculture). As 


in the rest of the DEIS, the assumption is made that all work will occur within the existing FECR corridor, 


which does not take into account intersection improvements, staging, noise barriers, stormwater 


management, etc.  


The following excerpts from Table 5.2.5-1 are examples of unsupported statements: 


1. “Chapter 163, Part II Growth Policy; County and Municipal Planning; Land Development Regulation: 


The Proposed Project would be consistent with local, regional, and state comprehensive plans. 
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Consistency with these plans has been included in the purpose and need criteria matrix used to 


develop the Action Alternatives.” 


Comment: The DEIS fails to adequately address the Proposed Project’s consistency with Indian River 


County’s local Coastal Zone Element Plan. Under the Florida Coastal Management Program Guide, 


Chapter 163, Part II, Florida Statutes is an enforceable policy incorporated in the federally-approved 


FCMP. Chapter 163.3194 provides the legal status of comprehensive plans that have been adopted 


in conformity with the Coastal Zone Management Act. Therefore, Proposed Project must be 


consistent with the Indian River County 2030 Comprehensive Plan. There is no information provided 


in the DEIS specifying how the Proposed Project is consistent with this Comprehensive Plan Also, the 


only planning consistency criterion used in the alternatives screening is “Consistency with plans of 


transportation agencies and landowners.” There is no reference to consistency with local plans in 


the discussion of purpose and need or alternatives.  


2. “Chapter 252 Emergency Management: The Proposed Project would include the development of a 


passenger rail system within an existing rail corridor and along an existing highway ROW. The E-W 


Corridor would be located outside of the defined storm surge zones and hurricane evacuation areas 


for Brevard and Orange counties. Within the N-S Corridor the rail line would be located within 


Florida Division of Emergency Management-defined storm surge zones; however the development 


would occur entirely within the FECR Corridor and would be consistent with the existing 


transportation uses. While the proposed rail system would encourage regional connection as well as 


growth in the vicinity of the supporting stations, growth would be focused in previously developed 


areas and would be consistent with existing commercial and industrial land uses. Consequently, the 


Proposed Project would not affect the state’s vulnerability to natural disasters and would not affect 


emergency response and evacuation procedures. Further the Proposed Project would be consistent 


with the emergency preparedness policies within the East Central Florida and Treasure Coast 


SRPPs.” 


Comment: The DEIS does not present any information regarding how the Proposed Project will 


affect emergency response and evacuation procedures. Under the Florida Coastal Management 


Program Guide, Chapter 252, Florida Statutes is an enforceable policy incorporated in the federally-


approved FCMP. The statement that the Proposed Project would encourage growth contradicts 


other statements throughout the DEIS that the Proposed Project will not result in induced 


growth/development. Furthermore, the conclusion that because growth would occur in developed 


areas, vulnerability to natural disasters would not be affected is not true. Increased development, 


even in developed areas, can certainly affect emergency response and evacuation procedures by 


increasing response times and making evacuation more difficult.  


3. “Chapter 259 Land Acquisition for Conservation or Recreation: The Proposed Project would likely 


result in beneficial impacts; compensatory mitigation would be required including the potential 


acquisition of environmentally endangered lands. Impacts to delineated wetlands would require 


mitigation as required by Section 404 Individual Permits. Consequently, while the implementation of 


the Proposed Project would remove wetlands from the N-S and E-W Corridors, compensatory 


mitigation would include the potential acquisition of environmentally sensitive habitat types.” 


Comment: The DEIS does not acknowledge the potential negative impacts to Indian River County 


that could result from mitigation activities and loss of environmentally sensitive lands. There is no 
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explanation of what compensatory mitigation and/or acquisition of environmentally sensitive 


habitat types is envisioned elsewhere in the DEIS (should be included under “Mitigation Measures 


and Project Commitments” in Section 7). Furthermore, it’s not accurate to say that the Proposed 


Project would result in beneficial impacts. The Proposed Project would result in negative impacts, 


thereby requiring mitigation. 


4. “Chapter 288 Commercial Development and Capital Improvements: The Proposed Project would 


have an indirect beneficial effect on future business opportunities and would likely promote tourism 


in the region.” 


Comment: Again, this statement in the DEIS contradicts other statements in the DEIS that there will 


be no induced growth/development. 


5. In addition to the unsupported statements, the DEIS states that the Clearinghouse determined that 


a positive consistency determination from a “similar project” would be valid for the Proposed 


Project (see below from Section 5.2.5):  


“As stated in the 2013 FONSI for the WPB-M Corridor, the Florida State Clearinghouse has reviewed 


the South Florida East Coast Corridor Transit Analysis, a similar project to the Phase I to the WPB M 


Corridor described in the 2012 EA. The South Florida project was determined to be consistent with 


the FCMP, and the State Clearinghouse determined that this consistency determination would be 


valid for the AAF project because the AAF Project Study Area is fully encompassed within the South 


Florida East Coast Corridor Transit Analysis area which was found to be consistent in 2006 and there 


have been no relevant changes in the CZMA or FCMP criteria that would affect that determination.” 


Comment: The Florida State Clearinghouse made a consistency determination without input from all 


of the Florida Coastal Management Plan agencies. In Florida, under Section 380.23, Florida Statutes, 


a project can only be found consistent if all commenting agencies (under the FCMP agency umbrella) 


with relevant statutory responsibilities concur. In this case, the FCMP agencies were not given an 


opportunity to comment on the project by the Florida State Clearinghouse. Rather the Florida State 


Clearinghouse made the determination without agency input. Per the Florida State Clearinghouse 


manual (http://www.dep.state.fl.us/secretary/oip/manual/manual.htm), the Clearinghouse sends 


the document or application to OIP for coordination of DEP review. The appropriate DEP division or 


district contacts distribute the project to appropriate division bureaus and satellite offices. Based on 


the information provided in the DEIS, this process was never conducted. Additionally, the South 


Florida East Coast Corridor Transit Analysis is cited as similar to Phase I, so the consistency 


determination for this project would not be valid for Phase II of AAF. 


2.5 Environmental Justice (EJ) 
The DEIS overlooks the negative impacts to minority and low income communities in those areas of the 


Proposed Project that do not have proposed stops. The EJ analysis indicates, under Indirect and Secondary 


Impacts, that the Proposed Project would have a beneficial effect on minority and low income populations 


in Orlando, West Palm Beach, Fort Lauderdale and Miami by providing an alternative transportation option 


that would improve access and mobility between Orlando, West Palm Beach, Fort Lauderdale and Miami. 


There however is no discussion of what type of beneficial effect the Proposed Project would have upon 


other EJ populations along the rail line. This is also connected to early comments received on the Proposed 
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Project concerning areas without a station that would be adversely affected, but would not receive any 


economic or social benefits.  


Additionally, AAF failed to conduct significant public outreach to affected minority communities located 


along the FECR corridor. AAF received a comment during early scoping for the Proposed Project to include 


significant public outreach to minority communities that are located along the FECR Corridor; however, 


there is no discussion within the DEIS of such an outreach occurring within Indian River County. Indian 


River County has confirmed with Freddie L. Woolfork, an Executive Board Member of the Gifford 


Progressive Community League, that AAF held a meeting at the Gifford Youth Activity Center for local 


citizens. The required meeting, however, was described as a “generic, shortened version of a previous 


(non-Gifford-specific) public meeting.” There was no specific information pertaining to the impacts the 


Proposed Project would have on the Gifford community. In fact, Mr. Woolfork described the meeting with 


AAF as “more of a discussion to let [the Gifford Community] know that there would be a new passenger 


project in Florida and that there would be 32 round trips per day going through Indian River County at 120 


MPH and that it is a great economic benefit to all of Florida…” It is therefore obvious that AAF held a 


meeting in the Gifford Community to satisfy a NEPA requirement without any intention of taking into 


consideration the comments, concerns and issues brought forth by those local residents. 


2.6 Natural Resources Impacts 
CDM Smith notes the following comments/concerns with regards to natural resources impacts: 


2.6.1 General Comment 


The DEIS does not fully address the environmental impacts to the natural resources located within Indian 


River County. For example, Sections 7.2.6 and 7.2.10 state that the relative mitigation activities will be 


identified in the various permit requirements (once issued), rather than identifying the impacts and stating 


what the mitigation activities will entail. NEPA requires that the environmental impacts be addressed in the 


DEIS, and not deferred to the permitting process. Moreover, on pages 4-54 and 7-8, the DEIS states that 


the USACE permitting process will rely on the DEIS as the required NEPA document to complete the Section 


404(b) (1) analysis. It is therefore necessary that the issues be sufficiently addressed within DEIS document. 


Thus the analysis of the impacts is inadequate.  


2.6.2 Water Resources 


The following are examples from the DEIS demonstrating the lack of sufficient information necessary to 


adequately address impacts to water resources:  


- Section 5 of the DEIS says stormwater Best Management Practices will be installed but gives no 


specifics on what type of Best Management Practices they intend to use or the location.  


- Page 3-35 of the DEIS states that the Proposed Project will include installing a third rail at various 


locations (3 within Indian River County). On page 5-79 of the DEIS, it states “The Project would 


include improvements to the existing mainline and reconstruction of the second tracks on the 


existing track beds. Constructing the Project in the N-S Corridor would not create new impervious 


surface.”  


- The DEIS does not take into account that there will be new impervious surface due to road 


construction outside the existing corridor. For example, The DEIS fails to address the 
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environmental impacts of the new impervious surfaces that AAF is required to install outside the 


existing corridor to qualify as a sealed corridor. On page 5-79, the DEIS states that constructing the 


Proposed Project in the N-S corridor will not create new impervious surfaces. This statement is 


contradicted in several areas throughout the DEIS. Page 3-33 of the DEIS states that the existing 


railroad system was built and is maintained to FRA Class IV track standards. On page 3-36, the DEIS 


states that the Proposed Project intends to operate at a speed of up to 110 miles per hour. 


According to the Railroad-Highway Grade Crossing Handbook –Revised Second Edition (2007), 


would require track improvements to achieve Class VI standards. Specifically, Class VI tracks (high 


speed rail) requires a sealed corridor, which includes the installation of a 100 foot median on each 


side of the road crossing (where feasible; 4-quadrant gates can be used as an alternative if crossing 


geometry does not support the installation of the median)(see Section 3 of the above-referenced 


handbook). These necessary improvements will cause new impervious surfaces that fall outside of 


the FECR ROW. The DEIS should address the additional impacts from these impervious surfaces. 


2.6.3 Construction 


The DEIS does not address staging or equipment laydown locations or temporary/permanent impacts on 


the natural environment. Under NEPA, the DEIS is required to address both construction and post-


construction impacts of the proposed action. See Federal Register (volume 64, No. 101 dated May 26, 


1999). This has not been done. 


2.6.4 Mitigation 


The DEIS fails to identify specific mitigation measures for the adverse effects the Proposed Project will 


cause on the natural environment. For example, page 7-10 of the DEIS states: “AAF will obtain an 


appropriate Section 404 permit from USACE prior to construction, and implement mitigation as required by 


the wetland permit conditions.” NEPA requires that the specific impact be identified and corresponding 


planned mitigation presented. 


The DEIS appears to claim the benefits of mitigation in several instances, without specifically describing the 


mitigation activity. Under NEPA, the impacts must be analyzed first before mitigation can be considered. 


According to Table 5.2.5-1 regarding land acquisition for conservation and recreation: “The Project would 


likely result in beneficial impacts; compensatory mitigation would be required including the potential 


acquisition of environmentally endangered lands. Impacts to delineated wetlands would require mitigation 


as required by Section 404 Individual Permits. Consequently, while the implementation of the Project 


would remove wetlands from the N-S and E-W Corridors, compensatory mitigation would include the 


potential acquisition of environmentally sensitive habitat types.” There is no explanation of what 


compensatory mitigation and/or acquisition of environmentally sensitive habitat types would be required 


in the DEIS. Furthermore, it’s not accurate to say that the Proposed Project would result in beneficial 


impacts. The Proposed Project would result in negative impacts, thereby requiring mitigation. That 


mitigation should have been addressed and described in detail in the DEIS. 


2.7 Wetland Impacts 
The wetlands discussion in Sections 4 and 5 of the DEIS is inadequate. No figures showing wetland 


locations relative to the Proposed Project area appear in the DEIS text or appendices. The DEIS does, 


however, include approximate acreages for impacts. IRFWCD staff has indicated that they do not believe 
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that inclusion of the banks of the North, Main or South Relief canals as wetlands is appropriate. 


Background information is required to confirm the accuracy of these estimates.  


The following are specific examples from Sections 4 and 5 of the DEIS deficiencies: 


1. There is a statement in Section 4.3 that “Wetlands were identified and characterized for areas in 


which the Project would require ground disturbing activities.” Those areas should be specifically 


identified and include all planned activities (roads, utilities, noise barriers and other mitigation, etc.) 


as well as staging and equipment laydown locations. 


2. Section 4 states that field delineations were conducted for the FECR corridor, but there are no 


figures showing wetland boundaries for that corridor. The text references the land use figures in 


Appendix 4.1.1-A, which do not show wetlands. The only wetlands figures in the appendices are for 


the E-W corridor. 


3. USACE jurisdictional determination should be included in the DEIS/EIS. 


2.8 Threatened and Endangered Species Impacts 
The limited geographic scope of the DEIS prevents CDM Smith from fully analyzing the impact of the 


Proposed Project on threatened and endangered species. As is noted consistently throughout CDM Smith’s 


review of the DEIS, impacts to threatened and endangered species are addressed only within the railroad 


ROW. The USACE, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 


determinations that the Proposed Project will have no adverse effect on threatened and endangered 


species are based on the assumption that all work will occur within the existing ROW (reference Sep. 18, 


2013 letter from USACE to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; September 24, 2013 


letter from USACE to USFWS; Oct. 28 letter from NMFS to USACE; AMEC notes from Sep. 6, 2013 meeting 


with USFWS, USACE and NMFS). The determination needs to take into account any activity outside the 


ROW. AAF needs to present information about these activities to the agencies and include their feedback 


in the DEIS. 
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Section 3   


Section 4(f) Evaluation and Cultural Resources 


As properly stated in Section 6 of the DEIS, Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) Act 


of 1966 requires DOT agencies to avoid using certain public resources when undertaking transportation 


projects, unless there is no prudent alternative and all necessary action is taken to minimize harm. Section 


4(f) resources include publicly owned parks, recreation areas, wildlife and/or waterfowl refuges and 


historical properties of National, State or local significance.  


The DEIS includes Section 4(f) comments in both Section 5 and Section 6; however, there are 


inconsistencies between the two sections. For example, Section 5 does not include historical properties (it 


should), while Section 6 does. Section 6 refers only to the St. Sebastian River Bridge within Indian River 


County. 


3.1 Cultural Resources  
Upon review of the Cultural Resources section of the DEIS it appears that the Section 106 process 


implemented can best be characterized as minimalistic. FRA’s decision that “…consultation with local 


entities was not required for Phase II,” is perplexing due to the overall size and nature of the Proposed 


Project which can affect such a vast array of resources (DEIS 4-124). 


In the NHS Section 106 minutes contained in the appendix of the DEIS, it is clear that the SHPO advised AAF 


to use the 106 process; however, SHPO also determined that AAF did not need to fully engage local 


governments/groups/individuals as Section 106 Consulting Parties to fulfill the NEPA public input 


requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). This is simply not appropriate. CDM Smith 


feels strongly that this approach does not properly allow the local communities an opportunity to voice 


their concerns in a forum that is adequate to the important resources within the Project Study Area. 


The DEIS in regards to the identification, evaluation and effect determinations of historic properties is 


again minimal in its content with notable absences of known National Register listed and determined 


eligible resources. Several known archaeological sites that fall within the Proposed Project APE appear to 


not have been surveyed and evaluated for National Register eligibility and effects. At the very least they 


are not properly addressed. In addition, it is not clear if an adequate archaeological survey was conducted 


for portions of the Proposed Project APE. No subsurface testing was done in the N-S FECR Corridor per a 


letter dated Oct 31, 2013. 


According to the DEIS, the FECR, a National Register Historic District, falls within the Proposed Project APE 


and has contributing resources adversely affected (St. Sebastian Bridge), yet the DEIS states that this same 


district has a no adverse effect determination as a result of the Proposed Project. If a district loses a 


contributing resource, then the district itself experiences an adverse effect. It is also apparent that not all 


known historic resources were identified and evaluated within the Proposed Project APE as several 


National Register Historic Districts are absent from the discussion within the DEIS.  
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The DEIS either completely omitted or inadequately addressed numerous historical and archeological sites 


in Indian River County. These sites, including with an archaeological site in or immediately adjacent to the 


south side of the St. Sebastian Bridge, were not acknowledged or discussed in the DEIS. Other historical 


properties include individual National Register buildings along Old Dixie Highway and a House Museum and 


Farmstead, which are part of a 100-acre conservation preserve. This unique property is also listed on the 


National Register and was not acknowledged or discussed either under cultural resources as part of the 


Section 4 (f) Table.  


Two other areas of concern relating to cultural resources are: 


1. The DEIS does not indicate that vibration studies were conducted in relation to historic structures 


and archaeological sites. 


2. The DEIS does not examine the construction impacts in relation to historic or archaeological 


resources (overall construction activities and staging areas are not addressed).  


While the development of the Proposed Project’s APE and methodology appear to have been developed 


with the input of SHPO, the DEIS’s lack of information, and omission of important resources that clearly fall 


within the Proposed Project’s APE are very concerning and raise the question whether the methodology 


was properly executed. Couple this with the substitutive process used that minimally consulted with local 


entities results in a DEIS that is lacking in these critical areas.  


CDM Smith has worked closely with the Indian River County Historian and other local resources to identify 


a substantial number of properties missing from the DEIS that appear on either the State of Florida’s 


Master Site File system or in the National Register of Historic Places. As stated above, Section 4(f) requires 


that consideration be given to “historic properties of National, State or local significance.” Aside from those 


properties listed on the NRHP, there are a significant number of properties alongside the corridor that are 


of local significance and importance.  


CDM Smith believes that the Cultural Resources evaluation included in the DEIS is incomplete and 


recommends that a supplemental DEIS be required prior to issuance of a Record of Decision by the FRA. 
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From: Sherrill Miller
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Indiantown Road Jupiter Nightmare
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 3:41:32 PM

The plan for All Aboard Florida will create a traffic nightmare in Jupiter for small
 businesses and residents. Traffic is already very heavy and this will add a terrible
 burden to the Indiantown Road crossing. Businesses will suffer because patrons will
 not be able to get to the other side of the tracks during business hours. The railroad
 bridge already creates a burden during regular train schedule now. Added closings
 will only make things worse. Residents will not have access to the local hospital
 during emergencies. Please consider a less congested route!
Sincerely,
Sherrill Miller
Jupiter resident

mailto:sherrillmllr@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Randolph Erickson
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Input on Rail Road
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 6:14:10 PM

Mr. Winkle,

I oppose the proposed rail road on many fronts. First, the Treasure Coast is being ignored, and it may hurt an
 already hurting area. Tourists will be encouraged  to go to the rail road, rather than drive one of our highways that
 could result in them stopping in our area.
Is the idea safe for us? I have read where many bridges may not be able to support the new traffic imposed on
 them.
Will the rail road impact our already fragile environment?
Governor Scott opposed a high speed rail road a while ago. It was because it used federal money.  I called some
 of my legislators. They are against the idea. Also, the rail road is trying to get an over billion dollar federal loan,
 and if that isn't bad enough, it's unknown how much my local governments will have to spend to make crossings
 safer.
I think that about does it. Reports and concessions are going to be made on both sides. Either way, it doesn't
 make sense.

Thank you for you time, I regret I cannot attend the meetings.

Randolph Erickson

mailto:randy_erickson@ymail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Irene Buhl
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: INSULTING OUR INTELLIGENCE CONTINUES
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 10:21:10 AM

Why do we let AAF continue to insult our intelligence? Several of us, against this
 debacle, have extensive backgrounds in professional marketing & understand
 exactly what has & has not  been put forward for public review & consideration.
 Obviously, the environment impact document was a farce from the beginning in it’s
 biased sponsorship & financing procedures.
 

As presented by AAF, the clear& honest facts have been withheld from us including
 the true nature of their ambitions. Obviously, they have no chance of being
 profitable as a passenger service & fail to inform us of their ulterior motives, most
 notably, increased freight & securing government loans for which, LETS BE
 HONEST, taxpayers will end up paying for. I won’t continue with the devastation to
 our way of life along the treasure coast, emergencies, safety, and all that have
 been repeated over & over in our newspapers & forums.
 

For myself, having over 30 years in government marketing & sales with General
 Dynamics, United Technologies, & AT&T, it is easy for me to see through the AAF
 information presented & the enormous amount of pertinent information withheld!
 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond. ---- Sincerely, Gerald Buhl.

mailto:jnibuhl@att.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Cheryl Kozloff
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: IS ALL ABOARD FLORIDA THE NEXT SOLYNDRA?
Date: Friday, November 21, 2014 2:36:05 PM

My Name: Cheryl Kozloff

My Email: cheryl@kozloff.net

My Address:

7186 SE Golfhouse Drive
Hobe Sound, FL 33455

Let's do a comparison between the known facts of these two start-up organizations,
 Solyndra and All Aboard Florida.

Solyndra owners were well politically connected in Washington and were key political
 players.
Tulsa billionaire George Kaiser was a major political donor and frequent visitor to
 Washington D.C. and state capitals.
They hired lobbyists, lawyers, consultants, contractors and public relations firms
 seeking financial favors from our government.
They were successful. Our government gave them $535,000,000 in loan guarantees.
 Within fifteen months, they were out of cash and nine months later they shut down their
 plant and laid off nearly all their employees.

American taxpayers lost all their money.

Fortress, Inc. a New York based hedge fund's Chairman and principals are politically
 well connected in Washington and Florida.
Their principals have met with Governor Scott several times and their representatives
 with key Washington Congressional officials.
A former Fortress employee is now Governor Scott's chief of staff.
Like George Kaiser, some senior Fortress executives are billionaires. They too have
 hired lobbyists, consultants, contractors, advertising and public relations firms in
 Washington and Florida to THE TUNE OF 3.5 MILLION TO advance their scheme.

The first federal loan request is identical to Solyndra's.

It is a request for the Office of Budget and Management to grant loan guarantees to All
 Aboard Florida $1.6 billion. The second request, for approximately $1.6 billion, is for a
 federal loan allocation and authority to sell tax exempt bonds in the market place. This
 right, if granted by Washington to AAF/Fortress, is a subsidy by tax payers to a private
 company.
The All Aboard Florida business plan which would show the sources and uses of funds,
 income statement, cash flow and balance sheet projections are hidden from view.
An attempt to obtain them from Florida DOT under the Freedom of Information Act,
 resulted in an All Aboard Florida law suit against the state, blocking them from being
 released.

mailto:cheryl@kozloff.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


Revealing their ridership study between Orlando and Miami has also been blocked from view
 by their law suit.

In sum, the only difference between Solyndra and All Aboard Florida is their relative
 size. All Aboard Florida's loan requests are at least three times larger.

Fortress/AAF financial usual strategy is to pay off higher cost financing with lower cost
 financing using taxpayer money. In this case, using undocumented ridership studies on a
 destructive path through coastal towns without a stop.

STEP ONE
About nine months ago Fortress raised $405 million from new investors to fund their train
 project. They had to pay investors 12.35% to attract the money. That is an equity rate.
These are equity investors investing in this Florida rail scheme.

STEP TWO
In the private activity bond (PAB) request to Treasury, Federal DOT and Wall Street
 underwriters, their Prospectus states, according to Bond Trader, that THE FIRST MONIES
 FROM THE LOAN WILL GO TO PAY OFF PRIOR EQUITY OWNERS.

So out of a $1.6 billion tax-exempt loan proceeds, if they receive authority from the Feds, 25%
 OF EVERY DOLLAR will go to prior Fortress/AAF equity owners.
The balance will go to other general project expenses, which will include lobbyists,
 consultants, contractors, lawyers, advertising and public relation firms.

STEP THREE
While these financial schemes are afoot, the direct loan request to the Federal Railroad
 Administration for the RIFF loan is still live and well. This direct loan or loan guarantee from
 OMB carries the full faith and credit of the United States government. Therefore, the loan rate
 will fall between 3% to 4% for a 35-year term.

So the $405 million in equity is cashed out by the $1.6 billion loan at 8% to 9%. That loan is
 then cashed out with 3% to 4% money.

So what we see in this financial sequencing is raising money $405 million at 12.35%,
 replacing it will $1.6 billion tax-exempt private activity bonds (PAB) at 8% to 9% then
 replacing that loan with 3% to 4% money.

The financial plan is to pay off higher priced loans with lower priced loans and always using
 some type of taxpayer money or taxpayer privilege to do so.

Cool for them. Not so cool for the taxpayer.

This is a public subsidy for an unsafe train that history shows will have insufficient ridership,
 retrofitted to old tracks dangerously running over 340 AT GRADE CROSSINGS through coastal
 towns without a stop in the communities that it will destroy. What is wrong with this picture?

Sincerely,
Cheryl Kozloff

Recipients



Commissioner Chuck Nelson District 2
Commissioner Mary Bolin Lewis District 4
Ananth Prasad Florida Department of Transportation
Governor Rick Scott
Congressman Paul Ryan



From: KATharine Miller
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: IS ALL ABOARD FLORIDA THE NEXT SOLYNDRA?
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 12:33:46 PM

My Name: KATharine Miller

My Email: katmill@ix.netcom.com

My Address:

103 River Rd, Hobe Sound, FL 33455

Let's do a comparison between the known facts of these two start-up organizations,
 Solyndra and All Aboard Florida.

Solyndra owners were well politically connected in Washington and were key political
 players.
Tulsa billionaire George Kaiser was a major political donor and frequent visitor to
 Washington D.C. and state capitals.
They hired lobbyists, lawyers, consultants, contractors and public relations firms
 seeking financial favors from our government.
They were successful. Our government gave them $535,000,000 in loan guarantees.
 Within fifteen months, they were out of cash and nine months later they shut down their
 plant and laid off nearly all their employees.

American taxpayers lost all their money.

Fortress, Inc. a New York based hedge fund's Chairman and principals are politically
 well connected in Washington and Florida.
Their principals have met with Governor Scott several times and their representatives
 with key Washington Congressional officials.
A former Fortress employee is now Governor Scott's chief of staff.
Like George Kaiser, some senior Fortress executives are billionaires. They too have
 hired lobbyists, consultants, contractors, advertising and public relations firms in
 Washington and Florida to THE TUNE OF 3.5 MILLION TO advance their scheme.

The first federal loan request is identical to Solyndra's.

It is a request for the Office of Budget and Management to grant loan guarantees to All
 Aboard Florida $1.6 billion. The second request, for approximately $1.6 billion, is for a
 federal loan allocation and authority to sell tax exempt bonds in the market place. This
 right, if granted by Washington to AAF/Fortress, is a subsidy by tax payers to a private
 company.
The All Aboard Florida business plan which would show the sources and uses of funds,
 income statement, cash flow and balance sheet projections are hidden from view.
An attempt to obtain them from Florida DOT under the Freedom of Information Act,
 resulted in an All Aboard Florida law suit against the state, blocking them from being
 released.

Revealing their ridership study between Orlando and Miami has also been blocked from view

mailto:katmill@ix.netcom.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


 by their law suit.

In sum, the only difference between Solyndra and All Aboard Florida is their relative
 size. All Aboard Florida's loan requests are at least three times larger.

Fortress/AAF financial usual strategy is to pay off higher cost financing with lower cost
 financing using taxpayer money. In this case, using undocumented ridership studies on a
 destructive path through coastal towns without a stop.

STEP ONE
About nine months ago Fortress raised $405 million from new investors to fund their train
 project. They had to pay investors 12.35% to attract the money. That is an equity rate.
These are equity investors investing in this Florida rail scheme.

STEP TWO
In the private activity bond (PAB) request to Treasury, Federal DOT and Wall Street
 underwriters, their Prospectus states, according to Bond Trader, that THE FIRST MONIES
 FROM THE LOAN WILL GO TO PAY OFF PRIOR EQUITY OWNERS.

So out of a $1.6 billion tax-exempt loan proceeds, if they receive authority from the Feds, 25%
 OF EVERY DOLLAR will go to prior Fortress/AAF equity owners.
The balance will go to other general project expenses, which will include lobbyists,
 consultants, contractors, lawyers, advertising and public relation firms.

STEP THREE
While these financial schemes are afoot, the direct loan request to the Federal Railroad
 Administration for the RIFF loan is still live and well. This direct loan or loan guarantee from
 OMB carries the full faith and credit of the United States government. Therefore, the loan rate
 will fall between 3% to 4% for a 35-year term.

So the $405 million in equity is cashed out by the $1.6 billion loan at 8% to 9%. That loan is
 then cashed out with 3% to 4% money.

So what we see in this financial sequencing is raising money $405 million at 12.35%,
 replacing it will $1.6 billion tax-exempt private activity bonds (PAB) at 8% to 9% then
 replacing that loan with 3% to 4% money.

The financial plan is to pay off higher priced loans with lower priced loans and always using
 some type of taxpayer money or taxpayer privilege to do so.

Cool for them. Not so cool for the taxpayer.

This is a public subsidy for an unsafe train that history shows will have insufficient ridership,
 retrofitted to old tracks dangerously running over 340 AT GRADE CROSSINGS through coastal
 towns without a stop in the communities that it will destroy. What is wrong with this picture?

Sincerely,
KATharine Miller

Recipients
Commissioner Chuck Nelson District 2



Commissioner Mary Bolin Lewis District 4
Ananth Prasad Florida Department of Transportation
Governor Rick Scott



From: michel mercer
To: AAF_Comments_Reply
Subject: IS ALL ABOARD FLORIDA THE NEXT SOLYNDRA?
Date: Sunday, December 7, 2014 9:04:11 AM

My Name: michel mercer

My Email: michellemercier3703@comcast.net

My Address:

Stuart, Florida 34996

Let's do a comparison between the known facts of these two start-up organizations,
 Solyndra and All Aboard Florida.

Solyndra owners were well politically connected in Washington and were key political
 players.
Tulsa billionaire George Kaiser was a major political donor and frequent visitor to
 Washington D.C. and state capitals.
They hired lobbyists, lawyers, consultants, contractors and public relations firms
 seeking financial favors from our government.
They were successful. Our government gave them $535,000,000 in loan guarantees.
 Within fifteen months, they were out of cash and nine months later they shut down their
 plant and laid off nearly all their employees.

American taxpayers lost all their money.

Fortress, Inc. a New York based hedge fund's Chairman and principals are politically
 well connected in Washington and Florida.
Their principals have met with Governor Scott several times and their representatives
 with key Washington Congressional officials.
A former Fortress employee is now Governor Scott's chief of staff.
Like George Kaiser, some senior Fortress executives are billionaires. They too have
 hired lobbyists, consultants, contractors, advertising and public relations firms in
 Washington and Florida to THE TUNE OF 3.5 MILLION TO advance their scheme.

The first federal loan request is identical to Solyndra's.

It is a request for the Office of Budget and Management to grant loan guarantees to All
 Aboard Florida $1.6 billion. The second request, for approximately $1.6 billion, is for a
 federal loan allocation and authority to sell tax exempt bonds in the market place. This
 right, if granted by Washington to AAF/Fortress, is a subsidy by tax payers to a private
 company.
The All Aboard Florida business plan which would show the sources and uses of funds,
 income statement, cash flow and balance sheet projections are hidden from view.
An attempt to obtain them from Florida DOT under the Freedom of Information Act,
 resulted in an All Aboard Florida law suit against the state, blocking them from being
 released.

Revealing their ridership study between Orlando and Miami has also been blocked from view

mailto:michellemercier3703@comcast.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=6f443a89df8149c4949d741a40776144-AAF_Comment


 by their law suit.

In sum, the only difference between Solyndra and All Aboard Florida is their relative
 size. All Aboard Florida's loan requests are at least three times larger.

Fortress/AAF financial usual strategy is to pay off higher cost financing with lower cost
 financing using taxpayer money. In this case, using undocumented ridership studies on a
 destructive path through coastal towns without a stop.

STEP ONE
About nine months ago Fortress raised $405 million from new investors to fund their train
 project. They had to pay investors 12.35% to attract the money. That is an equity rate.
These are equity investors investing in this Florida rail scheme.

STEP TWO
In the private activity bond (PAB) request to Treasury, Federal DOT and Wall Street
 underwriters, their Prospectus states, according to Bond Trader, that THE FIRST MONIES
 FROM THE LOAN WILL GO TO PAY OFF PRIOR EQUITY OWNERS.

So out of a $1.6 billion tax-exempt loan proceeds, if they receive authority from the Feds, 25%
 OF EVERY DOLLAR will go to prior Fortress/AAF equity owners.
The balance will go to other general project expenses, which will include lobbyists,
 consultants, contractors, lawyers, advertising and public relation firms.

STEP THREE
While these financial schemes are afoot, the direct loan request to the Federal Railroad
 Administration for the RIFF loan is still live and well. This direct loan or loan guarantee from
 OMB carries the full faith and credit of the United States government. Therefore, the loan rate
 will fall between 3% to 4% for a 35-year term.

So the $405 million in equity is cashed out by the $1.6 billion loan at 8% to 9%. That loan is
 then cashed out with 3% to 4% money.

So what we see in this financial sequencing is raising money $405 million at 12.35%,
 replacing it will $1.6 billion tax-exempt private activity bonds (PAB) at 8% to 9% then
 replacing that loan with 3% to 4% money.

The financial plan is to pay off higher priced loans with lower priced loans and always using
 some type of taxpayer money or taxpayer privilege to do so.

Cool for them. Not so cool for the taxpayer.

This is a public subsidy for an unsafe train that history shows will have insufficient ridership,
 retrofitted to old tracks dangerously running over 340 AT GRADE CROSSINGS through coastal
 towns without a stop in the communities that it will destroy. What is wrong with this picture?

Sincerely,
michel mercer

Recipients
Commissioner Chuck Nelson District 2



Commissioner Mary Bolin Lewis District 4
Ananth Prasad Florida Department of Transportation
Governor Rick Scott
Congressman Paul Ryan



From: m mercier
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: IS ALL ABOARD FLORIDA THE NEXT SOLYNDRA?
Date: Tuesday, November 4, 2014 5:17:04 PM

My Name: m mercier

My Email: michellemercier3703@comcast.net

My Address:

3864 se old st lucie blvd, stuart florida 34996

Let's do a comparison between the known facts of these two start-up organizations,
 Solyndra and All Aboard Florida.

Solyndra owners were well politically connected in Washington and were key political
 players.
Tulsa billionaire George Kaiser was a major political donor and frequent visitor to
 Washington D.C. and state capitals.
They hired lobbyists, lawyers, consultants, contractors and public relations firms
 seeking financial favors from our government.
They were successful. Our government gave them $535,000,000 in loan guarantees.
 Within fifteen months, they were out of cash and nine months later they shut down their
 plant and laid off nearly all their employees.

American taxpayers lost all their money.

Fortress, Inc. a New York based hedge fund's Chairman and principals are politically
 well connected in Washington and Florida.
Their principals have met with Governor Scott several times and their representatives
 with key Washington Congressional officals.
A former Fortress employee is now Governor Scott's chief of staff.
Like George Kaiser, some senior Fortress executives are billionaires. They too have
 hired lobbyists, consultants, contractors, advertising and public relations firms in
 Washington and Florida to THE TUNE OF 3.5 MILLION TO advance their scheme.  

The first federal loan request is identical to Solyndra's.

It is a request for the Office of Budget and Management to grant loan guarantees to All
 Aboard Florida $1.6 billion.  The second request, for approximately $1.6 billion, is for
 a federal loan allocation and authority to sell tax exempt bonds in the market place.
 This right, if granted by Washington to AAF/Fortress, is a subsidy by tax payers to a
 private company.
The All Aboard Florida business plan which would show the sources and uses of funds,
 income statement, cash flow and balance sheet projections are hidden from view.
An attempt to obtain them from Florida DOT under the Freedom of Information Act,
 resulted in an All Aboard Florida law suit against the state, blocking them from being
 released.

Revealing their ridership study between Orlando and Miami has also been blocked from view

mailto:michellemercier3703@comcast.net
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 by their law suit.

In sum, the only difference between Solyndra and All Aboard Florida is their relative
 size.  All Aboard Florida's loan requests are at least three times larger.

Fortress/AAF financial usual strategy is to pay off higher cost financing with lower cost
 financing using taxpayer money. In this case, using undocumented ridership studies on a
 destructive path through coastal towns without a stop.
 
STEP ONE
About nine months ago Fortress raised $405 million from new investors to fund their train
 project. They had to pay investors 12.35% to attract the money. That is an equity rate.
These are equity investors investing in this Florida rail scheme.
 
STEP TWO
In the private activity bond (PAB) request to Treasury, Federal DOT and Wall Street
 underwriters, their Prospectus states, according to Bond Trader, that THE FIRST MONIES
 FROM THE LOAN WILL GO TO PAY OFF PRIOR EQUITY OWNERS.
 
So out of a $1.6 billion tax-exempt loan proceeds, if they receive authority from the Feds, 25%
 OF EVERY DOLLAR will go to prior Fortress/AAF equity owners.  
The balance will go to other general project expenses, which will include lobbyists,
 consultants, contractors, lawyers, advertising and public relation firms.
 
STEP THREE
While these financial schemes are afoot, the direct loan request to the Federal Railroad
 Administration for the RIFF loan is still live and well.  This direct loan or loan guarantee
 from OMB carries the full faith and credit of the United States government.  Therefore, the
 loan rate will fall between 3% to 4% for a 35-year term.  
 
So the $405 million in equity is cashed out by the $1.6 billion loan at 8% to 9%.  That loan is
 then cashed out with 3% to 4% money.
 
So what we see in this financial sequencing is raising money $405 million at 12.35%,
 replacing it will $1.6 billion tax-exempt private activity bonds (PAB) at 8% to 9% then
 replacing that loan with 3% to 4% money.
 
The financial plan is to pay off higher priced loans with lower priced loans and always using
 some type of taxpayer money or taxpayer privilege to do so.
 
Cool for them.  Not so cool for the taxpayer.
 
This is a  public subsidy for an unsafe train that history shows will have insufficient ridership,
 retrofitted to old tracks dangerously running over 340 AT GRADE CROSSINGS through coastal
 towns without a stop in the communities that it will destroy. What is wrong with this picture?
 

Sincerely,
m mercier



From: bananalois
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Jake Owen Concert
Date: Friday, October 31, 2014 6:35:50 AM

This  is in response to Lin Readings letter on October 31.  The letter started out " I appreciate
 benefit concerts taking place in Vero Beach."  After that sentence she stated what she found
 fault with.  Basically, " it was too loud."

I also live near the stadium and I had my great granddaughter, Xander, who is 3 months old,
 for the night.  We sat out in my yard until the concert ended.  At times I was wishing it was
 louder because I couldn 't hear all the words.  

I feel we owe Jake Owen a great big THANK YOU for choosing to do this benefit in Vero
 Beach.  All the proceeds go to benefit special orginizations who can really use the funds. And
 after all--- it's only one night!

Lois Cappelen
2145 35th Ave
Vero Beach, Fl.32960
772-567-2270

Sent from Samsung tablet

mailto:bananalois@aol.com
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From: williamcarpenter101@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: John Winkle please read this plea
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 3:02:41 PM

Dear Mr. Winkle,
 
All Aboard Florida would be a huge problem for Vero Beach, Florida and other
 communities where the railroad  divides the town into two sections.  In Vero Beach's
 case our Hospital, several Fire Stations, Police Station are on the East side of the
 tracks. Much of our shopping and entertainment businesses are on the West side of
 the tracks.   With our present Railroad schedule, a train coming through rarely
 causes any dangerous delay in First Responders service to the West side of Vero
 Beach's citizens. All Aboard Florida would change this.
 
Even a trip to the mall or a stop at the grocery store could become problematic having
 to wait backed up in traffic  as trains roll though our community at annoyingly short
 intervals. The trains and the tourists bring nothing to Vero Beach's, Sebastian's,
 Melbourne's economy.  Actually these and other communities along US 1, and I 95
 are hurt financially  because the tourists who used to drive to South Florida
 stopped  at restaurants and Motels regularly.  If these former customers are swept
 past on a fast train there is no benefits for our businesses.
 
Having 100 mile an hour train shooting through a heavily populated area presents
 safety concerns that cannot be ignored. Shush, shushing the danger is not
 responsible response.    Vero Beach's tranquil atmosphere would be blasted away
 with the constant clashing noise. South Florida does not need this.  There are
 airports, sea ports, and Florida's Turnpike, US 1, I 95 and  the Tourist Business is
 thriving there.  Some few business people will make money but at the expense of the
 large numbers of Florida Citizens who will be hurt.  If All Aboard Florida passes it will
 be a nightmare for the People who live along the tracks.
 
No,NO,No-- this is a very bad idea.  Check Europe, England, etc. where these super
 fast trains operate,  Do these trains blast their way through congested population
 areas?   NO !  If this All Aboard Florida is such a necessary and wonderful business
 opportunity --- build tracks out of urban areas.
 
Suzanne Carpenter
William Carpenter
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From: Kelly Tidwell
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: john winkle
Date: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 6:05:44 PM

Please put a station in Brevard County.
As a flight attendant based out of OIA, I make that drive twice a week and this would not only
 save gas, helping the enironment it would take traffic off of I-95.

My self along with my husband who drives to Disney Headquarters on a daily basis would use
 this service regulary along with at least 100 other Southwest Airlines employees I know that
 live in Melbourne Beach, Indialantic, Satellite Beach, Melbourne, Indian Habour Beach, Coca
 Beach, Merritt Island and Viera.

-- 
Kelly Tidwell
Inflight Beverage Specialist

mailto:ktidwell622@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Your Realestate advisor
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: John winkle
Date: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 11:35:28 AM

1.  Will FEC be allowed to use the new 528 tracks to transport freight from the port Canaveral
 lines once constructed?

2.  What jurisdiction does the FRA have over the project now that All Aboard Florida is not
 attempting to get federal funding for the project?

3.  If All Aboard Florida backs out of their request to get federal funding and instead receives
 its funding via private bonds does that excuse them from conforming to any impact mitigation
 that is "recommended" by the final impact statement?

4.  If the FRA is not involved or their role is diminished due to the lack of funding for All Aboard
 Florida will the surface transportation board be reinserted into the oversight process?  

Thank you for your consideration.

Jinger Knox
321-288-1689

mailto:jingerk@msn.com
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From: Dorothea Loos
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: John Winkle:
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:29:00 AM

How is a financial venture allowed to progress when thousands will be harmed by delays to MD or Hospital.  This is to say nothing of the
 problems it will cause to boating and that includes COMMERCIAL boating--barges loaded etc.
Where is the concern for all that this venture will cause.  If it is necessary it should be ABLE to find a better route
Sincerely,
Claude and Dorothea Loos-- Stuart Florida

mailto:dotloos@yahoo.com
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From: Sandra Richter
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: John.Winkle@DOT.Gov,Floridanotallaboard@gmail.com
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 4:22:22 PM

Dear Sirs/Madam,

I just want to comment on how the impact of that many trains a day will affect these small
 towns.  I came from a town in Wisconsin that had to build a new hospital on the East side of
 town due to the railroad tracks after too many ambulances were stopped by the railroad.  

The traffic in Stuart and Fort Pierce is already an issue and to add that many trains a day is
 going to be horrendous.  I am not sure how you can justify using these tracks.  

It seems to me it's not an issue of what is best for the people but what is best for who has the
 most to gain.

Thanks for listening.

Sandy Richter

mailto:sandyrichter22@gmail.com
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From: Lynda alexander
To: letters to the editor; AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Just say "no" to AAF
Date: Saturday, November 22, 2014 2:15:38 AM

I've been following this "All Aboard Florida" fiasco for some time, as we all have. Personally, I see zero value, and
 considerable costs to our area.  Those costs will come primarily in the form of quality of life issues.
They will not stop here. They will run through here frequently.  I can probably speak for the majority of us who live
 here year-round. They  will wreak havoc on our automobile and boat traffic. It's very possible that we will lose a
 significant amount of tourist traffic and the revenue that comes with it.
My reasoning for this is that many tourists who would normally fly into and out of Ft. Lauderdale & Miami, rent
 cars & drive through our area, making stops at some, or all, of the quaint little towns in our area as they head for the
 ultimate destination - Disney.
Bottom line, in my opinion:  unless we are added as a stop on the service, it's a lose/lose situation for us.

Lynda Alexander
Port St. Lucie, FL
(772) 579-1520

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:lkalex1@comcast.net
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From: John DeRose
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Lack of common sense on your part, but you have to show your power
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 9:40:25 AM

You could at least explain why you need to use congested rails.  Instead of the more
 western set.  Your could explain why you need to affect so many bridges, marinas
 and towns and people.  You are well aware of how many people you will affect for
 the worst.  You are pissing on Miami and Orlando's head and telling them it's rain.  Is
 this a political payback for the fiasco in New Jersey?

John DeRose,
Stuart Florida

mailto:j0hnd1@yahoo.com
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From: Larry Bennett
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Larry Bennett opposes the "All Aboard Florida" project
Date: Friday, October 10, 2014 3:57:23 PM

Dear Sir,

I believe this project will not only be detrimental to

our environment but a severe hindrance to our traffic

with the number of trains  daily heading north and south.

Could this project be not funded and cancelled?

Respectfully,

Larry J. Bennett

Qualitek Services, Inc.

700 North Wickham Road

Suite 101

Melbourne, FL 32935

 

321-259-2400 (voice)

321-821-1373 (fax)

 

lbennett@qualitek.biz

 

This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! Antivirus
 protection is active.
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From: Madison, Dori
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Let"s get aboard!
Date: Wednesday, October 8, 2014 5:31:52 AM

FRA Leaders,
Florida needs All Aboard Florida.  As a native Orlandoan with close family and professional
 associations also in Brevard to South Florida,
I personally will use and promote the use of All Aboard Florida.
 
More impactful, our organization connects with over 30,000 residents daily in our six county region,
 many of whom depend on public transit and rail as a primary means of intra-city and intra-state
 travel.
 
Please continue to make All Aboard Florida a reality to complement the emerging public transit
 system in metro Orlando and the east coast of Florida.
 
This opportunity, with the private sector behind a public asset, is a smart, once-in-several lifetimes
 chance to make convenient rail travel part of our highly mobile lives in Florida.
 
Dori I. Madison
Chief Marketing Officer
YMCA of Central Florida
433 North Mills Avenue, Orlando, FL 32803
P 407 895 4293  F 407 896 4247          
E dmadison@cfymca.org  W ymcacentralflorida.com
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From: Kori Benton
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Letter from Historic Preservation Board regarding All Aboard Florida <Watchdog: Virus checked>
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 11:02:03 AM
Attachments: All Aboard Florida.pdf

Good morning, 

The Historic Preservation Board has engaged in discussion regarding All Aboard Florida, and prepared a
 letter containing their concerns for distribution. Please find their letter attached, signed by Chairman Paul
 Sampson, of our Historic Preservation Board. It is our request that this letter be included in the review
 and consideration of the EIS Report and the overall consideration of the project. 

If you have any inquiries or concerns, please contact me directly. Have a great day. 

Have a great day. 
  
Warm Regards, 

Kori Benton
Historic Preservation Officer 
(772) 467-3739 

Planning Department 
City of Fort Pierce
PO Box 1480 
Fort Pierce, FL 34954 
* * * * * LEGAL DISCLAIMER * * * * *
Mail is intended for work preparation purposes only. No legal definite promise.

Under Florida law, e-mail addresses are public records. If you do not want your e-mail address
 released in response to a public-records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity.
 Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing.

This document should only be read by those persons to whom it is addressed and is not intended
 to be relied upon by any person without subsequent written confirmation of its contents.
 Accordingly, The City of Fort Pierce disclaims all responsibility and accepts no liability (including
 in negligence) for the consequences for any person acting, or refraining from acting, on such
 information prior to the receipt by those persons of subsequent written confirmation.

If you have received this e-mail message in error, please notify us immediately by telephone.
 Please also destroy and delete the message from your computer. 

Any form of reproduction, dissemination, copying, disclosure, modification, distribution and/or
 publication of this e-mail message is strictly prohibited.
* * * * * LEGAL DISCLAIMER (autocreated by iQ.Suite Trailer) * * * * *
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From: Elise
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Letter in support of All Aboard Florida
Date: Monday, September 29, 2014 8:36:42 PM

As a former University of Central Florida graduate student and South Florida resident, I am so
 pleased and relieved to hear of the news regarding the All Aboard Florida train.
 
I currently live in Ft. Lauderdale and work as a Speech-Language Pathologist in West Palm
 Beach. I support this train because I am looking froward to taking it to work everyday where I
 can be alleviated from traffic issues on I-95, and increase productivity by working while
 traveling on the train. In addition, not only will I gain efficient work time, I can also look
 forward to taking this train to Orlando on Friday afternoons, after work, to spend time with
 close friends and fellow UCF alumni for the weekend. 

Florida's roads are already some of the most congested in the nation. As our population
 continues to grow, we must find alternative transportation options. 

There is no other infrastructure project that will more profoundly and positively impact the
 state of Florida, which is why I am fully in support of All Aboard Florida.

Regards,
Elise Murley M.A. CF-SLP 
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From: Brian Kronberg
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Letter of Support for All Aboard Florida - Attention John Winkle
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 6:47:38 AM

Mr. Winkle, 

As a resident of Miami (born and raised) our cities in southeast and central florida are in dire
 need of an alternative form of transportation that is efficient and reliable. The All Aboard
 Florida project is both and will not only dramatically improve the transportation functionality
 in these key cities but will create thousands of much needed jobs and spur significant
 economic impact to the state. 

Please consider this email as my support for the project. 

Thank you very much for your attention on this project. 

Brian Kronberg
Miami, FL

mailto:kronberg.brian@gmail.com
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From: Patty Snider
To: "michael.lefevre@allaboardflorida.com"
Cc: "john.winkle@dot.gov"; AAF_Comments@vhb.com; "mbusha@tcrpc.org"; "NUhren@PalmBeachMPO.org"; Robert

 Premuroso; Eric Jablin; Joseph Russo; Marcie Tinsley; David Levy; Ron Ferris; Elicia Sanders
Subject: Letter regarding All Aboard Florida from the City of Palm Beach Gardens
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 5:30:09 PM
Attachments: Letter regarding All Aboard Florida from the City of Palm Beach Gardens 112014.pdf
Importance: High

Mr. Lefevre:

Please find attached a letter regarding All Aboard Florida from Mayor Robert G. Premuroso on behalf of the City of
 Palm Beach Gardens.

Thank you.

Patricia Snider, CMC, City Clerk
City of Palm Beach Gardens
561-799-4122

CITY OF PALM BEACH GARDENS E-MAIL DISCLAIMER:

PLEASE NOTE: Florida has a very broad public records law. Most written communications to or from local
 officials regarding city business are public records available to the public and media upon request. Your e-mail
 communications may therefore be subject to public disclosure.
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From: Floyd Layman
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: LETTER
Date: Friday, November 28, 2014 12:24:10 PM
Attachments: Form AAF Letter.docx

 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
 
DATE: _11-28-2014____________
TO: John.Winkle@DOT.gov and AAF_comments@vhb.com (AAF_comments@vhb.com)
FROM: Floyd Layman,  email address floydl37@bellsouth.net
Mailing address 835 Sapodilla Dr. Barefoot Bay, Fl. 32975
 
Dear Sir:
 
I am writing with concerns about the All Aboard Florida (AAF) passenger rail project and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) they have forwarded to the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) for review and
 comment.
 
The DEIS repeatedly refers to the impacts of adding 32 high speed trains as “will be mitigated.” No remedies are discussed for important issues like noise, vibration, air quality, construction staging or the impact more freight
 and 32 passenger trains will have on our natural habitats and wildlife.  There has been a serious attempt by AAF to fool us into accepting their plan with misleading facts or partial truths at area forums.  Additionally, as the
 South Florida Phase 1 segment is moving forward, many people believe there is nothing wecan do to resolve their concerns.  That sentiment has been used by AAF to limit comments and promise local officials concessions
 and/or stations “sometime in the future.” 
 
The new AAF tracks will bisect our community of mostly retired and senior residents. This means increased train activity could virtually cut off the east parts of my neighborhood from western portions. This is a serious
 impediment to the delivery of emergency services.  Neighbors will be separated from neighbors and access to needed community services will be limited by increased delays at crossing.
 
Safety at railroad crossings is also a huge concern.  Add 32 daily high speed trains, PLUS 16 to 20 freight trains to road crossings, that are level to the roadway (grade level) and we have an accident waiting to happen.   
 
Also not adequately addressed is the demolition and replacement of the St. Sebastian River railroad bridge.  AAF states the bridge will remain in its right-of-way.  While the bridge may be in the right-of-way, the tracks are
 being moved east and at landfall will impact homes in the Little Hollywood community.  Among the issues “to be mitigated” are the impacts of bridge construction on the annual winter migration of the Florida Manatee, an
 endangered species. The St. Sebastian River is treated as a stand-alone issue.  No mention is made concerning its use as a watershed by the St. Johns River Management District or that the River is a tributary of – and
 included in - the National Indian River Lagoon Estuary, a Lagoon of national importance and in critical need of restoration.
 
Finally, Florida already has a passenger train that goes from Miami to Orlando and no one rides it.  It’s called Amtrak.  The Government has to subsidies this service.  I feel that the AAF train service will some how be put on
 us as tax payers to pay in the future.
 
I am asking the Railroad Administration to reject the flawed Draft Environmental Statement and tell All Aboard Florida to do their due diligence and provide needed facts that truly justify this proposal.  Better yet, tell them to
 move their trains west.  Florida voters approved an amendment to the state’s constitution in 2000 authorizing a high speed “bullet” train adjacent to Florida’s Turnpike.
 
Sincerely yours,
 Floyd Layman
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DATE: _____________

TO: John.Winkle@DOT.gov and AAF_comments@vhb.com (AAF_comments@vhb.com)

FROM: ____________________ your email address _____________________________________

Mailing address___________________________________________________________________



Dear Sir:



I am writing with concerns about the All Aboard Florida (AAF) passenger rail project and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) they have forwarded to the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) for review and comment. 



The DEIS repeatedly refers to the impacts of adding 32 high speed trains as “will be mitigated.” No remedies are discussed for important issues like noise, vibration, air quality, construction staging or the impact more freight and 32 passenger trains will have on our natural habitats and wildlife.  There has been a serious attempt by AAF to fool us into accepting their plan with misleading facts or partial truths at area forums.  Additionally, as the South Florida Phase 1 segment is moving forward, many people believe there is nothing wecan do to resolve their concerns.  That sentiment has been used by AAF to limit comments and promise local officials concessions and/or stations “sometime in the future.”  



The new AAF tracks will bisect our community of mostly retired and senior residents. This means increased train activity could virtually cut off the east parts of my neighborhood from western portions. This is a serious impediment to the delivery of emergency services.  Neighbors will be separated from neighbors and access to needed community services will be limited by increased delays at crossing. 



Safety at railroad crossings is also a huge concern.  Add 32 daily high speed trains, PLUS 16 to 20 freight trains to road crossings, that are level to the roadway (grade level) and we have an accident waiting to happen.    



Also not adequately addressed is the demolition and replacement of the St. Sebastian River railroad bridge.  AAF states the bridge will remain in its right-of-way.  While the bridge may be in the right-of-way, the tracks are being moved east and at landfall will impact homes in the Little Hollywood community.  Among the issues “to be mitigated” are the impacts of bridge construction on the annual winter migration of the Florida Manatee, an endangered species. The St. Sebastian River is treated as a stand-alone issue.  No mention is made concerning its use as a watershed by the St. Johns River Management District or that the River is a tributary of – and included in - the National Indian River Lagoon Estuary, a Lagoon of national importance and in critical need of restoration.



Finally, Florida already has a passenger train that goes from Miami to Orlando and no one rides it.  It’s called Amtrak.  



I am asking the Railroad Administration to reject the flawed Draft Environmental Statement and tell All Aboard Florida to do their due diligence and provide needed facts that truly justify this proposal.  Better yet, tell them to move their trains west.  Florida voters approved an amendment to the state’s constitution in 2000 authorizing a high speed “bullet” train adjacent to Florida’s Turnpike. 



Sincerely yours,











From: Catherine Lauritano
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Floridanotallaboard@gmail.com
Subject: liquid petroleum gas
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 12:26:20 PM

I live in Evergrene in Palm Beach County.  Yesterday, December 2, 2014  I watched a
 freight train pass Donald Ross road.  On that freight train were nine or ten cylinder
 cars of a substance marked on the side as "liquid petroleum gas".  The train was
 passing within a hundred feet of the  963 Evergrene homes.  This is flammable and
 any accidental event would trigger a major disaster.  Freight needs a railroad for
 future needs in the middle of Florida near the intended deposit depots, not next to
 crowded residential areas.  Catherine Lauritano  1514 Carafe Court, Palm Beach
 Gardens, FL  561 775-3930

mailto:ctotl919@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
mailto:Floridanotallaboard@gmail.com


From: NICHOLAS MARILLYN ZATORSKY
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: namz726@bellsouth.net
Subject: Location of proposed service
Date: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 5:17:13 PM

I am an 87 year old Florida resident.  Have lived in Vero Beach, Ft Pierce and Fort Lauderdale, all shoreline
 towns.  Now I am in Port St Lucie.  Watching this state  grow, I realize the significance of tourism and  the income
 that water fishing and other sports has provided has been a major part of this growth..   Why damage that by
 limiting bridge time etc with the new railroad plan?   The town of Stuart  made  95 be built ten miles from the
 center of town to protect the shoreline population.   Why not use that plan?                      Marillyn T. Zatorsky   4
 07 NW Sunview Way  Port St Lucie, Fl 34986  772 785 7361

mailto:namz726@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
mailto:namz726@bellsouth.net


From: Lee Craft
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: LOSS OF LIFE due to crossing delays
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 12:16:31 PM

My Name: Lee Craft

My Email: alcraft7@gmail.com

My Address:

8095 SE Golfhouse drive
Hobe Sound, FL 33455

Delayed medical response and other emergencies would result in loss of life.This is in your
 hands.
Quality of life , declined property values need to be considered .Where are these calculations ?

Another political program that is an affront to the home owners and tax payers

mailto:alcraft7@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Lili Lavon
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Sunday, September 21, 2014 10:37:43 AM

If the train does not stop there is no long term benefit to the residences of where the train goes
 through. It Will adversely affect businesses and residences for sure, so we should be able to
 benefit from it as well. Anyone that claims that there will be no negative effects from this is
 simply lying

mailto:lililavon@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: merritt_22@bellsouth.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Sunday, September 21, 2014 11:06:19 AM

 
 
Sent from Windows Mail
John Winkle we do NOT want any of the trains coming thru here.
This is a quiet community and we want it to stay that way go out
west were they belong. NOT ALL ABOARD.
John/Gayle Merritt, 3850 se middle st. Stuart, Fl 34997

mailto:merritt_22@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Linda J. Kreger
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 8:35:35 AM

NO TO ALL ABOARD FLORIDA FOR VERO BEACH FLORIDA!!!!
 
Lindy Kreger
Administrative Assistant
Curtis, Miller & Associates, P.A.
Vero Beach, Florida
772-234-8400
lkreger@ecwcpa.com
 
This electronic mail message contains confidential and legally privileged information intended only for the use of the recipient. If the
 reader of this message is not the intended recipient, the reader is hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, copying or other
 use of this message is strictly prohibited and is hereby instructed to notify the sender immediately by return email and destroy this copy
 of this message.
The IRS does not send out unsolicited emails requesting detailed personal information. Such authentic-looking emails are called
 "phishing" emails and responding may expose you to identity theft. If you receive such an email from the IRS, send a copy of the email
 to phishing@irs.gov.  Please do not respond to the email unless the email request you send to the IRS has been verified as legitimate.
 You may also contact our office regarding any correspondence, written or electronic, that you receive from the IRS. 
 
 

mailto:lkreger@ecwcpa.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
mailto:lkreger@ecwcpa.com
mailto:phishing@irs.gov


From: Patricia Bourdic
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Saturday, September 27, 2014 8:51:11 AM

We are all senior citizens in this community and would like to live our twilight years in
 peace and quiet.

mailto:pdbourdic@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Judy Fisher
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 12:07:01 PM

This proposal is just nuts!!!  Why would we as residents in Brevard County want to
 support such an idea?  The idea of such a large increase in train traffic is absurd...
 and the only areas to reap the benefits are on the tourist destination ends of the
 route.. we get nothing!!!  Demolition of a historic bridge spanning the St Sebastian
 River is not acceptable.. not all of Florida wants to be like Orlando or Miami...
 rural,safe, quiet areas are important to maintain.  What about the enviornmental
 impact...how closely is this being monitored?  And what is the damn hurry anyhow...
 unlike most countries in the world train travel here is limited and largely unpopular..
 are we building this so that foreign tourists can benefit by AAF?.... With the main
 concern being revenue for limited communities and total disregard for all others
 impacted by the increased rail traffic I see it as a no win situation for a large
 percentage of those who will be horribly affected.  Would love to know what the rail
 ridership projections are.  I am a fan of rail travel... when and if it is properly
 executed.. we in the US are terribly behind in this means of transportation!!  More
 homework needs to be done before a half baked idea is set moving forward at the
 expense of the citizens of the Space and Treasure Coast.. Leave our little GEM
 ALONE!!  Regards, Judy Frey

mailto:jfishervt@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Henry Baldinucci
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 4:47:25 PM

Have them place the tracts on a more direct route between miami and orlando and
 bypass vero beach.

mailto:barcavela@att.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: hamelrp@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Saturday, September 27, 2014 10:03:54 AM

we are completely opposed to your plans that will interfere with our life...the more we
 learn, the worse it gets..Dick and Adele Hamel

mailto:hamelrp@comcast.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: rosemary diehl
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Wednesday, October 1, 2014 10:51:28 AM

Someone needs to think about the people that live in between the FEC tracks and the Tri-Rail
 tracks in regards to emergency situations.   I happen to live on a street with a significant
 elderly and unwell population.  The neighborhood is marginal.  It is important that we know
 that should a train be on each track there would be a way for police and EMT personnel to get
 to us.

Rosemary Diehl
957 29th Street

West Palm Beach, Florida 33407
561-452-7874

mailto:rosemarydiehl@hotmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Gale Baker
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Wednesday, October 8, 2014 8:30:04 AM
Attachments: AAF Response EIS .pdf

Here is the place to send your comments. Mentioning that the EIS is from FEC and not an
 impartial third party is important. AAF_comments@vhb.com 
I attach my response. I figured the last cache might be too big to include this one too. I think it
 is worth mentioning that 50 freight trains and 32 passenger trains will pretty much destroy our
 lives here on the Treasure Coast. 

*Have a Great Day as you Dance at dawn. Sing at sunset. Laugh in the moments
 between.*
*Gale Baker*
*www.neonqueens.com* <http://www.neonqueens.com>
*843-253-6211*

mailto:neongale@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/goog_484199117
http://vhb.com/
http://www.neonqueens.com/
http://www.neonqueens.com/



Comments to All Aboard Florida Environmental Impact Statement provided September 19, 
2014. 
 
I noted that the EIS initially addresses South Florida with little concern for the negative impact 
of the towns and their residents along the Treasure Coast. 
 
I sincerely hope that the Federal Railroad Commission will agree that this fatal so called “fete 
accompli” will devastate the Treasure Coast in such a way that it cannot recover, economically 
or physically, and that they will deny Federal funds (supported by taxpayers) to this privately 
owned company.  All Aboard Florida could be quite a boon for West Palm Beach and Miami as 
well as Orlando in the movement of freight. However, for all those towns in between along the 
coast north of WPB and south of Orlando, it imposes monumental human and economic cost to 
Treasure Coast residents and businesses; and literally decimates Treasure Coast towns without 
one iota of benefit. And – it drains taxpayer’s dollars without adding revenue. 
 
1. 1.1-A1_2013-FONSI - Purpose and Need: AAF addresses a need to improve intercity 


transportation and decongest highways in South Florida with no reference to their proposed 
tracks from Orlando to Miami. Due diligence would have clearly resolved their assumption 
that there is a lack of rail transportation to these cities. The existing rail line AMTRAK from 
Orlando to the cities AAF wishes to service has little ridership and runs at a deficit.  TriRail 
also services the southern Florida area quite sufficiently.  


a. The EIS addresses specifically Miami, Fort Lauderdale and West Palm Beach 
connections, which are already in place with rail alternatives. It ignores the towns that 
will be negatively affected by a high speed train and increased freight traffic along the 
Treasure Coast.  


b. Many/most of the tourists who vacation in Orlando are not necessarily the same type 
of tourists with a desire to shop in West Palm Beach or hang out in South Beach. 
These folks generally are automobile travelers with several passengers (children) 
traveling together and not on separate paying tickets.  


c. AAF suggests that the construction of the project will provide jobs and improve the 
economy.  They are also likely aware that job creation for track construction is a 
transient thing and would only increase burden on infrastructure and taxpayers along 
the Treasure Coast without any long term benefits.  


2. 3.3-C_grade-Crossings: Martin County has 26 miles of track with 25 grade crossings; 10 are 
in the town of Stuart.  
County Length of Corridor (miles) Number of Crossings 
Brevard 42miles    55 crossings 
Indian River 21miles 30 crossings 
St Lucie 22miles   20 crossings 
Martin 26miles   25 crossings 
Palm Beach 18miles   26 crossings 


The already existing 18 trains of freight traffic [mostly occurring during evening and early 
morning hours when they are most effective in disrupting sleep], now increasingly double-
stacked and with considerably intensified noise and vibration. This number is projected to 
multiply substantially with the expansion of canal and Miami shipping.  A substantial  
increase of the already burdensome freight traffic could paralyze Treasure Coast Towns. 
Adding Passenger trains would potentially shut them down indefinitely for hours per day. 







This will impact our town of Stuart in the following ways. To mitigate the following 
problems, considerable attention should be put on diverting these tracks to alternate routes 
[even though FEC has determined they are not an option]. Federal tax funds should not be 
spent for this private project, which will decimate our Treasure Coast towns.  


a. Substantially increase delays for emergency vehicles, ambulances, fire department, 
and police vehicles needing immediate access to Martin Memorial Hospital North 
from west of the track; therefore endangering human life.  


b. Substantially increase delays for patients trying to access medical facilities along 
Osceola [including cancer patients going for radiation and chemotherapy] therefore 
endangering human life. 


c. Substantially increase delays at hurricane evacuation routes from the east; therefore 
endangering human life. 


d. Increase noise levels throughout wildlife sanctuaries located near railroad tracks, and 
bring unwanted death to animals crossing; therefore endangering wild life. 


e. Significantly delay access and parking to downtown businesses that already have to 
fight for their livelihood; therefore impacting local economy.  


f. Significantly delay access to theaters and galleries located on the east side of the 
tracks; therefore impacting both the economy and access to the arts.   


g. Significantly increase already extremely high noise levels along the route, including 
homes, businesses and downtown Stuart, deterring festival participation, therefore 
impacting the economy as well as access to cultural experience for young and 


old. 
h. Significantly impact boaters who must cross under railway tracks and use drawbridge 


access to open water, as well as businesses dependent on those boaters, therefore 
impacting the economy, recreation and quality of life. Reports from a significant 
number of boaters indicate that they would no longer use these recreational areas and 
would not make their usual stops here.   


i. The safety issues cited in the Palm Beach Post are monumental, especially with trains 
traveling through our town at speeds up to 110 MPH. It was noted that trains between 
NYC and Washington DC have NO vehicle/railroad crossings. According to RR 
Official Frank Frey, the company is trying to skirt the safety issues.  Please see 
http://www.palmbeachpost.com/news/business/federal-rail-official-blasts-all-aboard-
floridas-s/nfS39/  


j. Bridges and trains will be constantly at odds. The EIS does not address the time trains 
might stand in queue waiting for the drawbridges to open and close and how these 
stalled trains might further impact railway crossings while they block these crossings 
during their wait, further impacting all of the above problems caused by increased 
train traffic.       


k. Significantly impact home values along the FEC corridor. Real Estate sales and home 
values have already been affected negatively by the impending idea of more train 
traffic near and in some cases no more than 100 feet from homes in gated upscale 
communities.  Page 5-122 and 5-126 of the DEIS states the project would not 
displace residences or businesses and have no adverse effect on residential or 
commercial property. With property owners already trying to unload properties due to 
the project, that statement holds no validity.   







3. 4.1.3-C Navigational Report: Indicates a wait time of approximately 17.6 minutes of wait 
time for boats during train crossings at the St. Lucie River Crossing, while glossing over the 
actual impact of boating and boating businesses in the area, where at time several boats are 
stacked up waiting for trains to cross. I am confident the Coast Guard will have more on this. 
Please review their comments carefully.  Impact on businesses will be substantial. 


a. Table 2.2-3 indicates 746 out of 900 Martin County’s river marinas are affected by 
rail traffic, clearly showing the detriment of increased trains. The EIS indicates that 
the marine industry for the St. Lucie River was $523.7 million in December 2013. 
The EIS states St. Lucie River has 1,307 slips; over half are commercial.  Delayed 
boating will definitely impact these businesses and the economy.  I refer to the EIS 
informational table: 


b. “The St. Lucie River represents approximately 82.9% of the marine activity in Martin County and 
15.3% in St. Lucie County. Because the economic activity associated with the St. Lucie River is 
located in both Martin and St. Lucie Counties, the total economic value of this river is equivalent 
to 82.9% of the economic value of the marine industry in Martin County plus 15.3% of the 
economic value of the marine industry in St. Lucie County, resulting in a total economic value of 
$648.8 million. This total value is comprised of $481.3 million in direct expenditures, $79.4 
million in indirect effects, and $88.1 million in indirect effects.  This activity supports a total of 
6,420 jobs and $186.6 million in personal income (see Table 5.2-9).” 


c. Page 13 indicates a passenger train will speed through Martin County at 77 mph.  
That is a dangerous speed to project for the curved track through the downtown area 
of Stuart as well as other areas in St. Lucie County with dangerous curves.  


d. Item 2.2.4 indicates that FEC participated in more than 300 informational meetings 
beginning March 12, 2012. If that is true, it does not explain why many of the citizens 
up and down the Treasure Coast had no knowledge of this proposed project until this 
year. 


4. 4.2.4-A_Potentially contaminated sites [cannot be read without clearer map of the areas 
indicated. No road or highway signs].  


5. 4.3.3-A1_ Plant populations – I am unable to respond to this as I am not knowledgeable 
about the plant life, but would like to see it preserved.  


6. 4.2.2-A&B Minority and Poverty population graphs; I am sure this has to be in there – but 
wonder what effect it would have on our area unless it is to state that where there are 
minorities less concern might be given to inhabitants.  


7. 4.4.5-B3 Cultural Resources Proximal – EIS aerial view at page 76 shows how close the FEC 
railway is to the bedrooms of residents at the Stuart Yacht and Country Club [in some cases, 
no more than 100 feet or less] 


8. 4.4.6A Recreational page 5 shows how many parks and wild life refuges are affected by the 
railroad. Increased traffic could only make it less appealing.   


9. 5.2.2-A3. I believe you can see that the noise and vibration impacts are substantial and 
widespread throughout Martin County. I can attest to it with the lack of sleep from freights in 
the middle of the night and from the cracks in my walls from the vibrations. Does the FEC 
plan to compensate me for repairs?  


10. 5.2.2 – B page four needs to be reevaluated in its estimated impacts, from none to severe in 
many of the items.  


11. 5.2.2 – C I note there are no residential listing in the vibration impact studies.  
12. On page S-23 EIS states there will be no adverse effect on communities. This is patently not 


true.  







13. Draft EIS – page 3-11: With the perspective of increased freight trains and possibly no 
passenger trains to speak of, the CSX, I-95 and Florida Turnpike Alternatives are given a 
thumbs down by FEC. There is also a consideration they do not seem to mention, and that is 
shipping their freight by water.  


14. Projections of ridership do not take into consideration that tourism and the economy itself 
may be adversely affected in the next few years due to a number of things having nothing to 
do with travel by rail, plane or car.  


15. DEIS Page 5.50 indicates zero moderate to severe noise affects in the north-south section. 
Since noise effects are more than zero in both categories now, this is untrue.    


 
I am not knowledgeable enough to speak to some of the information contained in the EIS as to 
wildlife, farming etc. but am confident there are sufficient responders to do so.  
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Gale Baker 
2832 SE Fairway West [at the Stuart Yacht and Country Club] 
Stuart, Florida  34997 
(843) 253-6211 
neongale@gmail.com  







From: Robert Puglisi
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Monday, October 27, 2014 7:53:31 PM

mailto:bpuglisi511@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: d fox
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 3:54:27 PM

Please - no train through Indian River, St. Lucie and Martin counties.  These areas will be ruined for no direct
 benefit.  Let the train run up the center of the state.  Leave our coast unscathed.  We already have bad RR tracks
 with holes, etc.  Someone that I know was just about killed on his motorcycle after going over these poorly
 maintained tracks.  The freight trains are bad enough.  Property values will be diminished.  fini

mailto:foxdb@att.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: captjz
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 7:03:15 PM

I see no gain from a train to are area, only having to wait at intersection for the influx of train
 traffic. How will it affect the train bridge in stuart. That bridge takes a long time to raise and
 lower. Will we have trains waiting stopped in stuart. It should go way west of town or
 elevated above the turnpike or I 95

Sent on the new Sprint Network from my Samsung Galaxy S®4.

mailto:captjz@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: ntevero@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 4:13:58 AM

I would like to know full environmental and sound impacts, impacts on emergency vehicles, impact on
 safety at crossings in Indian River County (specifically Sebastian).

mailto:ntevero@aol.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Michelle Wilson
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:59:54 AM

Mr. John Winkle,
Why does the federal Railroad Administration want to upset our life? If the proposed
 All Aboard Florida become a reality, the company may benefit, but most of us
 residents will lose. Our property values will decline since we live so close to the track,
 our sleep will suffer due to noise, our travel time will increase at crossings, first
 responders will be slowed at crossings, the danger of such a fast train so close to
 traffic and homes is frightening and the expense to our communities will impact us
 financially.
I am very confused about the need for such a large number of trips per day. What is
 the need for that? I cannot see how this will be a profitable business. I am aware of
 the large amount of money being asked for as a loan from the Federal Government.
 If this train fails, we will again be impacted in the default on the loan. 
We are very much against the venture and are upset that this has being done without
 the tax paying people being considered. I don't know who will gain, but I know many
 many will lose.
STOP ALL ABOARD FLORIDA.
James and Michelle Wilson
62 Woodland Drive #101
Vero Beach, FL 32962

mailto:mytoymouse@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: mahofney@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 4:28:20 PM

I oppose All Aboard Florida (AAF) due to the serious threats it poses to the economy, public safety, and
 quality of life across the Treasure Coast and Palm Beaches, as well as its risky use of unsecured
 taxpayer dollars.  AAF would cause emergency vehicle delays, create traffic jams, raise noise pollution,
 and block waterways along hundreds of miles of tracks to the detriment of the marine industry and real
 estate values.  In addition, AAF may force Florida towns and cities on already-tight budgets to foot the bill
 for quiet crossings and future maintenance.

mailto:mahofney@aol.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: deanmo19@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 9:44:27 PM

All you need is stations for Palm Beach Gardens, Jupiter, St. Lucie, and Melbourne to be opened soon.

mailto:deanmo19@aol.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Betty Duffy
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Sunday, November 23, 2014 3:14:28 PM
Attachments: aaf_comments@vhb.com.mailtoloc

Of all the negative comments I have read concerning your plans
 to run trains through our community their is not one negative
 comment that I disagree with.  I have always been in favor of
 public transportation, having lived and worked in New York City.
  My father worked for the Pennsylvania RR, but what you are
 planning is not for the public good.  I wonder if you have
 considered the law suits you may receive from people not being
 able to get to the hospital or having their house burned down due
  to a delay by  a train.  I know that once visiting Terre Haute,
 Indiana that it a way of life for people and ambulances to be
 delayed by trains and that the community accepts that, I believe it
 may be worse for the  Stuart community.   Of all the repeated
 negative comments I have heard only one time did I read that
 when you borrow taxpayer money and if you don’t succeed you
 do not have to pay the loan back. That is not a good plan for
 citizens ..

mailto:bettyduffy10@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

URLmailto:aaf_comments@vhb.com

From: Schwey Realty
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Wednesday, November 26, 2014 2:30:07 PM
Attachments: FEDERAL RALROAD ADMINISTRATION.pdf

Federal Railroad Administration

Attached: Letter
 
Polly E. Schwey, Broker 
 
Schwey Realty                               
1958 33rd. Avenue
Vero Beach, Florida 32960
 
(772) 562-8722  Office
(772) 562-1579  Fax
 
 
Confidentiality Note:
The information contained in this e-mail transmission and any attachments are confidential and privileged
 and intended only for the use of the individual or entity referenced above. If the recipient of this
 communication is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution
 or reproduction of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you receive this communication in error,
 please contact us immediately by telephone 1- (772) 562-8722 and delete this message.
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From: Jack/Mary Berrigan
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 8:29:30 AM

Please  record us  as being totally against the increased train traffic.  What concerns
 us most  is the lack of concern for the emergency vehicles being able to cross the
 county. Also, the increased noise and  inconvenience generated by more trains.
 
John T. & Mary P. Berrigan
894 Island Club Sq.
Vero Beach, FL   32963

mailto:sirandmaam@bellsouth.net
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From: Donna Valachovic
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 9:25:43 AM

Regarding All Aboard Florida -  We think the proposed route is ludicrous.  Example: here in
 Sebastian our hospital is on East side of tracks.....25,000 - 30,000 people live on West side of
 tracks.  Eventually lives will be lost in ambulances, waiting for trains.
                                       Tom & Donna Valachovic
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From: Arlene St Geermain
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 9:59:14 AM

I would like to comment on the AAF situation.  I live in Hobe Sound and,  in addition to
 problems with intersections and safety,  the quality of life would be greatly affected
 by the number of trains passing daily.    I drive along A1A frequently and note the
 close proximity these communities are to the tracks.  I've read that there are tracks
 west of 95 that could be used instead.  Why then would you disrupt all these
 communities and not use them?   Also, for those living close to the tracks, the value
 of their homes is going to take a big hit.  That's not fair.  Hope you're listening to the
 people.  Thanks.  Arlene St. Germain

mailto:awstgermain@yahoo.com
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From: DAN WALKER
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 11:07:08 AM

Dear Sirs,
  I am sure that you recognize that the study paid for by the Fortress group is totally
 self serving.This project will be an absolute tragedy for all the coastal towns that the
 line transits.Furthermore your organization is in the best position to understand the
 lack of profitability of American passenger trains and the safety of any loans given
 them.
  Please veto this project and demonstrate that your agency cannot be influenced by
 a big business at the expense of the public.
Sincerely,
Daniel Walker

!856 Mooring Line Drive
Vero Beach,Fl.

mailto:diverdanw@bellsouth.net
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From: crane1903@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: tcnletters@tcpalm.com
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 11:31:27 AM
Attachments: letter AAF 12-1-14.docx
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[bookmark: _GoBack]BARRY L. CRANE

380 BAYFRONT TERRACE

SEBASTIAN, FL 32958

772) 581-8615



December 1, 2014

IN RE: ALL ABOARD FLORIDA

This letter represents my response to the Federal Railway Administration’s draft environmental impact statement on the proposed high-speed passenger rail-service.

It is my opinion that the requested federal guaranteed loan from the Department of Transportation to All Aboard Florida (hereinafter AAF) is nothing but a SCAM by the Florida East Coast Railroad to get free funds for a private company.

Yes, AAF is a different corporation than the FEC Railroad but anyone with half a brain knows that passenger trains in the United States are all bankruptcies waiting to happen.  No passenger train service in this country makes money.  I have read statements indicating that much of the draft environmental statement was written by folks working for AAF.  Big surprise.  Again, anyone with half a brain knows that if you are willing to pay enough money, all you need to do is turn over a rock and out pops an expert with an opinion favorable to the position requested.  

Now, why do I say this is a SCAM?  It seems obvious, regardless of what the so-called paid experts say, that AAF will not succeed as a passenger service.  After a few years they’ll say, gee, you were right and we need to declare bankruptcy and wipe out the 1.8 billion dollar, or whatever amount, of federally guaranteed loan money we received.  That leaves the taxpayers of this country paying for what the FEC wanted; a free set of tracks to move freight north and south.  Do you really believe that the U.S. government will rip up the newly created infrastructure to get back any of the expended funds?  Of course not.

So, again, I say, do not allow AAF to get a federally funded loan.  If the FEC wants to build more tracks to move freight, they are a corporation and can fund it themselves.



From: brausam@juno.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 5:15:30 PM

I am against the All Aboard Florida trains.  We have NOTHING to gain here in Vero Beach
 and alot of peace and tranquility to lose.  Traffic at the r/r intersections will be affected, as
 well as businesses and homes along the rail line.
 
Jane Brausam
1090 Ansley Ave SW
Vero Beach, FL 32968

____________________________________________________________
Odd Trick Fights Diabetes
"Unique" Proven Method To Control Blood Sugar In 3 Weeks. Watch Video.
DiabetesProtocol.com
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From: Chris Guerrieri
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 6:32:06 PM

Just say no.  No it does me no good.   My property value will go down.  This stinks all around!   A lose lose

Sent from my iPad

mailto:cguerrieri6@gmail.com
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From: Chris Guerrieri
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 6:33:07 PM

We live in Vero.  This will negatively effect our quality of life and lower our house value
Not good for the citizens, not good for the community.
Stop AAF

Sent from my iPad

mailto:cguerrieri6@gmail.com
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From: Ron Adamson
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 7:07:06 PM

This is the disruption the AAF would cause just one man and his family who live in Sebastian Fl.
 
I have a 25 year old business located in Sebastian which fronts on US Hwy 1 in the heart of the
 business district. The back door of my building is about 125’ to the FEC tracks.
Of course I knew back in 1989 when I built that being that close to the tracks would be a negative
 but never dreaming that anyone would ever be so crude to disrupt the lives of hundreds of
 thousands of people by increasing the traffic on this track as proposed.  MY business requires that
 the building be open air year round. I now have to put people on hold when a train is passing and I
 am on the phone.  Can you imagine with 32 more trips a day?
 
I personally cross those tracks on an average of 6 times during a business day 7 days a week.  How
 much additional time out of my life and my business day will this cause me?
 
I built my home 3/10 of a mile West of the RR tracks 10 years ago.  I designed and built the home to
 be an open air residence with 6 sets of French Doors opening to the screened pool area.  I now hear
 most train during the night when sleeping with the doors open especially the 5 AM one blasting his
 horn but once again I can live with that but an additional 32 trips would be unbearable and heaven
 only knows how much it would depreciate my property value.
 
The city of Sebastian’s business district lies 90% +or- east of the tracks along US Hwy 1 as does our
 only hospital and 90% + or – of the residents, 20,000 + live West of the tracks.  What would you
 conclude from this folly? 
 
To have this even being considered is beyond belief for my little brain.  I know that money speak but
 just  consider the change this will make in me and my family’s life and multiply that hundreds of
 thousands between Palm Beach and Cocoa Fl.
 
Yours, Ronald Adamson
Sebastian Car Wash
sebwash@att.net
772-713-5138
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From: DAN WALKER
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 7:08:34 PM

Dear Sirs,  
   I am sure you realize that the study paid for by the Fortress Group is totally self
 serving.This project will be an absolute tragedy for all the coastal towns the line
 transits.Furthermore your organization is in the best position to understand the
 profitability of American passenger train lines and the safety of any loans given them.
   Please veto this project and demonstrate that your agency can not be influenced by
 a big business at the cost of the public.
Sincerely,
Daniel Walker
1856 Mooringline Drive
Vero Beach,Florida

mailto:diverdanw@bellsouth.net
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From: elizabeth iovino
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 7:45:00 AM

I do not want the high speed train, I live by tracks and I think the project is very
 dangerous to humans and to wildlife. Put the trains out west in Port St Lucie/Stuart
 area Thank you E Iovino..

mailto:boopodoop@bellsouth.net
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From: Barbara Brugh
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 6:36:05 AM

It is now the responsibility of AAF NOT to allow this rail project to go forward through all the small towns like my
 Vero Beach. Too dangerous! For all the reasons that have already been shouted at meetings after meetings. Take the
 project elsewhere in the middle of the state. Barbara M. Brugh

Barbara Brugh
Brughbm@bellsouth.net

mailto:brughbm@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Barbara Lyons
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 12:38:23 PM

This train will destroy the treasure coast.  Its ruinous for the ecology and tracks run through every town and city
 along its route.  This will slow response time for emergency vehicles and could cost many lives especially
 considering the number of senior citizens in Florida.  In many of these towns the tracks run very close to schools
 making this an unthinkable situation.  Also is there a plan to prohibit freight trains which can be very long and
 further slow response time.  The noise and vibrations will destroy streets and highways as well as homes built of
 concrete block.
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From: carol fitzpatrick
To: Federal Railroad Administration; AAF_Comments@vhb.com; EFieldin@martin.fl.us;

 Patrick.Murphy@mail.house.gov
Cc: tcnletters@scripps.com; Florida Not All Aboard; nikkiv&quot@martin.fl.us
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 5:13:49 PM

Dear Federal Agency,

Have you ever heard of Confusion Corners in downtown Stuart?

Please take the time to visit the confusion, it has 4 streets and railroad tracks that converge on
 the rotary circle!
How in good conscience could you add 32 more trains per day? Where is our Safety?
Our hospital, doctors, government buildings restaurants, small stores and our historic Feed
 store are located along these streets!

Respectfully,
Bill & Carol Fitzpatrick
1589 SW Sea Holly Way
Palm City, Fl. 34990

Sent from Windows Mail
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From: 7725326883@txt.att.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 4:44:06 PM

We are against  all aboard
Beverly

==================================================================
This mobile text message is brought to you by AT&T
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From: Linda Kelly
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 7:11:07 PM

stop it now it will not help Florida it will hurt our Communities' stop it now
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From: Suzie Smith
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 9:21:05 PM

AAF_comments@vhb.com

Dear Mr. Winkle,

I live in Fort Pierce on Hutchinson Island. Since hearing ofthe AAF plan more than a year ago, I
 have made it my business to travel thiscity and find what changes would occur IF AAF
 becomes a reality. My travelshave exposed many barriers to my city’s growth and prosperity
 and will, infact, destroy this beautiful little town.

Having traveled over the South Bridge onto and out of theIsland, I have discovered many
 things which do not “gel” with the FRA/EISreport. It is these things which I wish to point out
 to you in this letter.

First, the distance is very short coming off the bridge andmoving straight ahead to US 1. I
 cannot imagine how you think an 11.5 minutedelay [EIS] with the “passenger trains” could
 not back up traffic coming ontothe bridge from US 1 and going off the bridge toward US 1.
 The area is alreadycompromised by trains and heavy traffic and a major safety factor would
 ensuewith even more “passenger” trains added to the heavy freight trains alreadytraveling
 these tracks.

I also have been amazed at how many individuals have becomeaware that this planned
 passenger service is not a passenger service at allgiven the increased shipments through the
 Panama Canal and the expansion ofMiami Harbors. The passenger service planned by AAF will
 lose money as doesevery passenger service in the United States, but it will be profitable
 forfreight. I must conclude with the majority of knowledgeable individuals thatfreight will be
 AAF’s focus, not people.

If we follow this logic, then we have to look at the “passenger”trains as freight, don’t we.

On one of city exploration days, I went to my regular hairsalon appointment five stores down
 the street from the railroad track. As Iparked, a large horn sounded and a freight train came
 slowly through the town.I was very early for my appointment, so I decided to watch the
 lumbering trainscrawl through the city. From the time the train traveled through the
 OrangeAvenue at-grade crossing until it once again let traffic through, 23 minuteshad passed.
 Now, if the passenger service AAF has planned for the TreasureCoast is—in reality—a freight
 service, the at-grade crossings in Fort Piercealone would often take this amount of time to
 complete its journey. I am sureyou have already thought of this since you did a careful study
 of our “rural”, “lowpopulation” area.

During the time the train passed (I counted 63 WALMART cars,untold liquid tank cars, and
 numerous other cars…I lost count, I regret),blocked cars downtown began to find ways to
 wiggle out of the line of trafficafter the train came to a complete stop. They could not,

mailto:vertricesue@yahoo.com
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 however, find anexit---the city, the taxpayers will be responsible for correcting this, Isuppose.

If a freight (passenger train) is stopped for more thanone-third of an hour, I thought (I am sure
 you have thought this through aswell), and “passenger trains” pass every 15-16 minutes, it is
 likely, we willbe unable to reach town from US 1 or to US 1. This problem will then impact
 ourtown, our recreational facilities, our ability get anywhere or be anywhereexcept waiting
 for trains. I cannot imagine you did not analyze this situationwhen you wrote the EIS!

Of course, with our exits and egresses so compromised, taxpayers will again pay up to keep
 our town alive and moving.

Over passes must be built, the single existing bridge willrequire careful reconstruction, our
 crumbling underpass built not to allowheavy trucks through must also be rebuilt…and where
 will the money come from.From the people in Fort Pierce who cannot afford such expense!

Property values on beautiful, old Indian River Drive willdecrease as will our tax base.
 Businesses will close when they cannot beaccessed. What exactly, I have asked myself a
 million times is the benefit inthis train (passenger?) to bring to theTreasure Coast? Where is
 the money to come from to repair and build new trackaccesses so tourist can enjoy our
 Saturday Market? Our Fishing Tournaments? Ourgrowing ART community? Our growing
 theatre? Our …all will be divided andforgotten by a passenger train in name only; by more
 and more freight trainscutting our towns in two.

I want to make a suggestion concerning your analysis of theTreasure Coast. Place, for
 example, car counters---those tubes across the roads—whichwill accurately count the
 number of cars coming off the South Bridge and thenumber of cars stopped for trains, and
 the number of cars coming north or southon US 1 who wait for the trains to pass. You have
 done this already, I hope,because you could not possibly make a decision without knowing
 thisinformation! You could not possibly make an informed decision to destroy anentire
 Treasure Coast without careful study of such havoc which will result ina decision to allow a
 1.6 Billion Dollar loan to be offered to AAF…but then,who hired you to do the EIS? Who paid
 for information which would cause thegovernment to hand out the tax dollars from residents
 of the Treasure Coast.

Without a clear plan for our neck of the woods, Mr. Winkle,this project must not go through. If
 you have a conscience, I would suspect youalready know all the issues I have presented here.
 I suspect you already knowwe have been hung out to dry and our town—like the ghost towns
 of old—will simplydie while waiting for trains billed as passenger trains to back up traffic
 withlittle regard for the citizens or the tourist or the healthcare workers. A longlist of
 individuals will lose their jobs in our area, but AAF has much profitto gain.

Send your trains west. Set your cargo on the water. Findanother way to make moving goods
 from the Panama Canal inland and upland tosave our Coast. You must.

Suzie Smith



2400 South Ocean Drive

4300A

Hutchinson Island, Fort Pierce

34949



From: Captain Jeff Marchant
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 7:25:19 AM

All Aboard Florida......I have been educating myself about the AAF project via local news & newspapers as well as
 the AAF website. So basically I am told what they want us to hear/know.

I am an avid cyclist & hope a bike path will run side-by-side the entire All Aboard Florida route. A safe long
 distance bike path is much needed here in FL as our residents view biking as an alternative to supporting out dirty
 coal/oil industry and greatly reducing our states own carbon footprint. 
So I support a safe,  long distance bike route through our state.

The fact that Gov. Rick Sott has his dirty hands are on this project sickens me. I did not vote for him, nor do I
 support him.
He did not create the over inflated # of jobs created in his 1st term. He simply happened to be in office when our
 country's economy started its rebound.
Just as you can't blame Gov. Christ for all the jobs lost when he was in office. Our entire Country went into
 recession due to the greed of our Banks. Yes the greed of all the mortgage brokers approving people who had no
 business even applying to buy a house in the first place.  
So I do not support the project because I do not want to see Gov. Scott  to continue bilking residents & pocketing
 large sums of money from this or any project.

I am a homeowner & believe house ownership is a privilege and an honor. AAF should change its route & build

 tracks outside of our towns using Gov. Rick Scotts' own private bank account to fund
 the new tracks, not U.S. Gov Loans or Funds. I know I wouldn't want my home/property value plummet
 because of 1 greedy and crooked Governor who I don't even support. NO  TAXPAYER MONEY SHOULD BE
 USED FOR THIS "PRIVATE" VENTURE.
So I do not support the project for what it will do to the real-estate economy in certain areas and the fear my own
 taxpayer funds being used without my consent. 
Kind of like Florida Lotto when it started. Weren't FL Lotto profits supposed to be used for the FL school/education
 system? Why do we still have one of the worst education systems in the country...why are pay & job cuts being
 made?

Of course anything of this magnitude will increase traffic congestion, noise pollution & air pollution. Being an avid
 environmentalist I do not approve of any project that will increase our states carbon footprint, after all, we already
 possess everything needed for our state to be independent of the oil industry...wind, ocean, sun.
So I do not support what the project will do to our already dwindling environment.

The New River Bridge in Ft. Lauderdale does not affect me directly, but after reading what the # of AAF trains can
 do to the downtown area (bring water & vehicle traffic to a snarl numerous times a day) helps me see the adverse
 effects this project will have on our local areas. This is only one example, but I know I am snow blinded by media
 about other areas that will be affected in the same manner by the project.
I do not support any project that will affect the well-being or economy of any area, so again I would have to vote no
 to the project.

I do hope my views will not be discarded due to my non-support of Gov. Scott. 
My environmental practices greatly outweigh the benefits of AAF so.....

MY VOTE IS NO....I DO NOT SUPPORT ALL ABOARD FLORIDA

I would much rather see a cleaner earth for our children of the future than greedy politicians pocketing more
 money.

Sincerely,
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From: William Nicholas
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 8:24:49 AM

Would you want this intrusion in your back yard?

Sent from my iPad
____________________________________________________________
What's your flood risk?
Find flood maps, interactive tools, FAQs, and agents in your area.
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3131/547f0f02fec5f0136fest01duc
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From: Keith Weisgerber
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 8:24:47 AM

To whom it may concern, I think I speak for the majority of residents living in Martin
 County when I say your proposal of a high speed train  running thru our downtown
 district is not acceptable by ANY standards. We are not going to sit back and watch
 this happen, especially when you have the option of using the existing railway that
 runs thru the center of the state, and is a direct route to Orlando. I hope you don't
 think we are all stupid enough to except that this is a passenger driven endeavor. We
 have already had trains come off the tracks here in Stuart, and even at a slow speed
 the cars were almost in Dixie Highway.
 As a taxpaying resident of the state of Florida I believe I have the right to a say in this
 destructive waste of our way of life here. IT'S ALL ABOUT THE MONEY, RIGHT?

Keith S. Weisgerber
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From: GEORGE and FAY GEHRING
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 10:30:01 AM

I beg You to PLEASE  PLEASE not sent the All Aboard Florida Train through 

Treasure Coast...

It would destroy the beauty of the Treasure Coast and the lifestyle of many many
 residents...

If you find it necessary, please consider going west to the turnpike or Rt.95
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From: Chris Konow
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 1:08:44 PM

We are residents of Fort Pierce, Fl and are against the High Speed trains going through our town.  We have not read
 the environmental report released by your organization but all the media reports state that it is inconclusive.  Our
 major concerns are what the train is going to do to our lovely area.  First, Safety - A very high percentage or our
 citizens live on the "other side of the tracks" and will have only two ways to get to doctors, clinics and hospitals. 
 Emergency vehicles will have only the same two routes to reach the citizens in times of emergency.  One is to
 North Beach and the other to South Beach with no connection between the two.  As you undoubtedly know, in
 cases of heart attach and/or stroke, time to treatment is VERY important and you probably also know that a high
 percentage of our people here are the elderly.  Second - Our downtown is lovely - have any of your organization
 visited it? It is old and we have spent considerable amounts
 of money to up grade buildings and businesses to keep it historically important.  We have a Lovely Theater which is
 about one half block from the railroad and trains going through every half hour will not only destroy the desire to
 attend some first class performances but very likely destroy the building itself from the vibrations of that many high
 speed trains passing so close.

We believe your proposal to put through this plan will destroy not only our town but also the other areas north and
 south of us.  Again, as residents of Fort Pierce, Florida we are very much AGAINST the proposed High Speed
 Trains going directly through our Lovely town. 

Anxious Residents,

Christ L. Konow
Delores G. Konow  

mailto:clkdgk51@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: 5169840924@pm.sprint.com
To: john.winkle@dot.gov
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 5:00:57 PM

Sent from my mobile. 
_____________________________________________________________

Need to derail Florida all aboard it is a big scam

mailto:5169840924@pm.sprint.com
mailto:john.winkle@dot.gov


From: Zita Cael
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 8:19:14 PM

All media coverage indicates AAF is an absolute.  The reality for private citizens along
 its route is diminished quality of life, and reduced property values.  AAF should be
 obliged to compensate the loss, especially those who suffer noise pollution,
 increased taxes, and zero access to the advertised service.  

Corporate interests are focused on freight and deep water ports in light of the
 Panama Canal improvements. The "tourism" angle is subterfuge.

Z. M. Cael
3010 Sherwood Blvd.
Delray Beach, FL 33445

mailto:wzlc@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Patricia Vafiades
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Monday, October 20, 2014 3:42:03 PM

Please reconsider the decision to allow trains to come through our quiet town and disrupt a
 well established community of Vero Beach. Thirty two trains a day????that is more then one
 an hour. We will hardly be able to ever know what quiet is again. There seems to be much
 inland property that could possibly be used and the ones who want this to be done have
 enough money to construct it. Why can't you use that instead of imposing on us who have
 lived a peaceful life in Vero. ...Vista Royale is right by the trains and it would be terrible to
 the residents to have to endure this...
You must consider us and many others this will affect in the future. 
Thank you and I would appreciate your consideration in this matter.
A Very concerned resident of Vista Royale.

mailto:pgv32962@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Vincent Pucci
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Saturday, September 27, 2014 2:20:28 PM

I am against this proposal, do u realize what this would do to Real Estate
 Values? No doubt none of your cronies live in the area of this LOUD NOISE
 or this wouldnt even be an issue. I hope that this proposal gets tied in Court
 for years. 

V Pucci Vista Royale

mailto:stugotz2@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Gwen Shefveland
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Date: Saturday, September 20, 2014 10:27:20 AM

NO TO ALL ABOARD FLORIDA

mailto:sauce2222@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Domenica Labbate on behalf of Ed Fielding
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Martin County Comments - Part 3
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 3:59:52 PM
Attachments: MartinCountyComments3_AAF.pdf
Importance: High

Attached is the final segment of Martin County’s comments.
Thank you for your consideration.
 
  

"The comments and opinions expressed herein are those of the author of this message and may not reflect the policies of the Martin County Board
 of County Commissioners. Under Florida Law, email addresses are public records. If you do not want your email address released in response to a

 public records request do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing." 

 Click here to subscribe to Martin County’s e-Newsletter

mailto:dlabbate@martin.fl.us
mailto:efieldin@martin.fl.us
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
http://www.martin.fl.us/portal/page?_pageid=356,4440075&_dad=portal&_schema=PORTAL
http://visitor.r20.constantcontact.com/manage/optin/ea?v=001WFINQJWcy-aY5xj2Ln30YQ%3D%3D
http://visitor.r20.constantcontact.com/manage/optin/ea?v=001WFINQJWcy-aY5xj2Ln30YQ%3D%3D



Big Picture
All Years


Year # points Families Adults Juveniles Total
Birds / 


Family
Juveniles / 


Family


2007 39 12 29 6 35 2.92 0.50


2008 44 15 36 10 46 3.07 0.67


2009 125 22 55 5 60 2.73 0.23


2010 74 16 40 13 53 3.31 0.81


2011 128 18 42 14 56 3.11 0.78


2012 128 16 33 4 38 2.17 0.24


2013 157 14 35 3 38 2.71 0.21


2014 167 16 33 11 44 2.75 0.69


Very wet winter


Very dry winter
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Big Picture
All Years


Year # points Families Adults Juveniles Total
Birds / 


Family
Juveniles / 


Family


2007 39 12 29 6 35 2.92 0.50


2008 44 15 36 10 46 3.07 0.67


2009 125 22 55 5 60 2.73 0.23


2010 74 16 40 13 53 3.31 0.81


2011 128 18 42 14 56 3.11 0.78


2012 128 16 33 4 38 2.17 0.24


2013 157 14 35 3 38 2.71 0.21


2014 167 17 33 11 44 2.58 0.65


Very wet winter


Very dry winter







Major Findings


• Good number of juveniles (11)!!!!!


• Best look at LORAN Tower birds yet!!!!!!


• More territory occupied than previous years 
(LORAN Tower and Pine Grove)!!!!!


• Some missing birds? Where do they go?


Year
Acres 
Surveyed


Acres 
Occupied 
by SJ


% Acres 
Occupied


2014 1109 478 43%
2013 994 358 36%
2012 949 298 31%
2011 939 364 39%
2010 758 288 38%
2009 796 308 39%
2008 196 178 91%
2007 119 119 100%
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Some jobs to do!


• Take picture of group!


• New traps (again)!


• Data entry
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Excerpted Close-Up of Figure A7 of Appendix 4.1.1-A Existing Land Use Maps 
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MARTIN COUNTY COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AREAS. 


This report sets out comparison findings concerning the potential impacts of the proposed All 
Aboard Florida (AAF) passenger rail project upon Martin County’s adopted Community 
Redevelopment Areas. 


Martin County has seven defined Community Redevelopment Areas (CRA’s). Five of the seven 
CRA’s abut or are bisected by the Florida East Coast (FEC) Railroad, on which the AAF project 
will run. The addition of passenger rail onto the existing primarily freight corridor will cause an 
increase in overall rail traffic. Therefore, the County and its CRA’s will be directly affected by 
increased rail traffic and the potential of more frequent closing of railroad crossings. This 
analysis looks at the potential impacts on the activities of populations within the CRA’s. 


The FEC Railroad passes through five CRA’s, these are (Fig F.I – F.V); 


I. Golden Gate CRA (1 crossing). 
II. Hobe Sound CRA (2 crossings). 


III. Port Salerno CRA (4 crossings). 
IV. Jensen Beach CRA (1 crossing). 
V. Rio CRA (1 crossing).  


This analysis considers the location of the railroad crossings within the CRA’s and the effect that 
additional rail traffic may have. Data sources are taken from The American Community Survey 
(ACS) using the Esri ‘Community Analyst’ Geographic information tool. The tool utilizes five year 
2008-2012 ACS estimates that were collected monthly from January 1, 2008 through December 
31, 2012. 


The analysis pulls out four main factors that will be used to measure and compare levels of 
activity/disadvantage within defined community areas to those experienced in the County as a 
whole. The four factors identified are: 


1. Travel to Work by Walking or Bicycle. 
2. Income to Poverty Level less than 1. 
3. Households (HH) with disabilities. 
4. Persons in receipt of Food Stamps. 


METHODOLOGY 
To provide a comparison for the analysis the four factors outlined above were first extracted on 
a County level.  It was then necessary to determine the most appropriate definition to 
determine the extent and boundaries of the comparison areas. 
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TABLE T.1 Population
Housing 


Units
Population 
% of County


Population 
% within 


Buffer


COUNTY WIDE 146497 78037
GOLDEN GATE CRA 2829 866 1.9%
HOBE SOUND CRA 3470 2153 2.4%
PORT SALERNO CRA 3551 1557 2.4%
JENSEN BEACH CRA 172 182 0.1%
RIO CRA 2204 1474 1.5%
COUNTY WIDE BUFFER* 11811 7121 8.1% 8.1%
GOLDEN GATE BUFFER* 284 79 0.2% 10.0%
HOBE SOUND BUFFER* 945 629 0.6% 27.2%
PORT SALERNO BUFFER* 1545 669 1.1% 43.5%
JENSEN BEACH BUFFER* 172 182 0.1% 100.0%
RIO CRA BUFFER* 1264 756 0.9% 57.4%


The areas selected for this analysis were defined by first setting out the likely range (distance) 
of impact of additional rail traffic. A number of independent studies and reports detail that the 
proximity to a railroad is correlated to certain impacts, both negative (closer to the rail line1) 
and positive (further from the rail line with a passenger stop2). As the proposed AAF project 
does not include passenger stops within Martin County, the analysis utilizes study findings 
related to the impact of additional railroad traffic without the benefit of passenger stops. 
Therefore, using study findings, we have defined a buffer of 1000ft either side of the rail line 
would be an appropriate measure. 


That buffer has then been extended through the unincorporated County along the line of the 
FEC railroad. Only the portions of the CRA’s that are within the buffer limits are extracted for 
comparative analysis.  


ANALYSIS 
Table T.1 shows the relative proportion of population within each CRA, and then within each 
CRA buffer. The County-wide Buffer contains approximately 8.1% of the County population. The 
population of the CRA areas contained within their respective Buffer range from 10% through 
to 100%, and as a whole some 36% of the population of the CRA’s are located within the Buffer 
as it passes through each CRA. From this we are able to confirm that there is a disproportionate 
representation of CRA population when compared to the Countywide Buffer. 


 


                                                           
1 The effect of freight railroad tracks and train activity on residential property values, Robert A. Simons & 
Abdellaziz El Jaouhari, 2004 
2Impacts Of Rail Transit On Property Values, Roderick B. Diaz, Booz ,Allen & Hamilton Inc. Mclean, VA  







 


 


When the four comparative factors are examined (Table T.2), within the County as a whole (County 
Wide), within each CRA and then within each respective Buffer area, some discernable differences 
appear. The majority of factors are above the datum level set for the County. Charts A through D show a 
graphic representation of the various factors. The most consistent factors are those which indicate a 
lower income level; the percentage of people claiming Food Stamps is 6.6% County Wide, this compares 
to high rates in each of the CRA Buffer areas (22.4% in Hobe Sound and 23.9% in Golden Gate). Apart 
from the Rio CRA Buffer and Port Salerno CRA Buffer area each CRA has a significantly higher percentage 
than County Wide (2.3%), that use walking or cycling to travel to work (Hobe Sound 15.1%, Jensen Beach 
13.3% and Golden Gate 11.3%). The lower end of the income to poverty level is higher in the majority of 
CRA Buffer Areas, but more significantly so in the Golden Gate CRA Buffer (45.1%) compared to County 
Wide (12.5%). Port Salerno CRA Buffer identifies that a high proportion of households with disability are 
affected (32.5%) compared to County Wide (25.6%). 


The potential impacts upon Residential property values have also been analyzed. The CRA functions on 
revenue that is generated by increases in property values to fund improvements that are aimed at 
curing blight and poor economic viability. Therefore any decrease in property values has a negative 
effect upon capital investment and economic revitalization of these areas. Table T-3 shows the number 
of residential properties that are affected in each CRA buffer area. Studies1 have shown that additional 
rail traffic can adversely affect property values between 5% and 7% within 750ft of a rail line. In this 
instance the analysis has used residential property within the 1000ft buffer strips in each CRA and has 
applied the lower depreciation rate of 5%.  


 


TABLE T.2
Walk/Cycle to 


Work


Population with 
Income to Poverty 


Level <1
Food Stamps


HH with 
Disability


COUNTY WIDE 2.3% 12.5% 6.6% 25.6%
GOLDEN GATE CRA 7.6% 38.0% 23.8% 20.5%
HOBE SOUND CRA 13.5% 11.7% 13.2% 28.8%
PORT SALERNO CRA 1.5% 22.2% 10.9% 33.5%
JENSEN BEACH CRA 13.3% 17.0% 6.8% 28.2%
RIO CRA 1.0% 8.4% 13.9% 24.3%
COUNTY WIDE BUFFER* 5.1% 14.6% 10.1% 28.7%
GOLDEN GATE BUFFER* 11.3% 45.1% 23.9% 22.5%
HOBE SOUND BUFFER* 15.1% 17.4% 22.4% 26.1%
PORT SALERNO BUFFER* 2.7% 17.6% 8.3% 32.5%
JENSEN BEACH BUFFER* 13.3% 17.0% 6.8% 28.2%
RIO CRA BUFFER* 1.1% 6.9% 17.8% 26.9%







 


 
 
The total potential impact of additional rail traffic may cause, at a minimum, an $28 million reduction in 
residential property values within the CRA buffer area. The effect on the county wide buffer is estimated 
at $90 million depreciation. The effect on Commercial property has not been analyzed. 
 
 
SUMMARY 
The effect of additional railroad traffic, noise and vibration is not easily quantified. However, the analysis 
of the County’s five affected Community Redevelopment Areas has revealed distinct characteristics that 
show a negative deviation and disproportionate representation when compared to a County wide 
datum. So whatever the effect it will be seen more readily to effect these disadvantaged areas than the 
County as a whole. 


Moreover, property values within the buffer areas may also be negatively affected. Any reduction of 
property values within a CRA compromise its ability to address the range of factors analyzed in this 
report and then, as a consequence, perpetuate and consolidate the disparity that has been identified. 


Additional study will need to be undertaken to assess the potential affect upon commercial property 
values and traffic/boat delays at the railroad crossing points including the railway bridge over the St. 
Lucie River between Stuart and Rio. 


 


  


T-3
Housing 


units
Average Value Total value 5% of Value


Golden Gate Buffer 80 $306,250 $24,500,000 $1,225,000
Hobe Sound Buffer 650 $375,174 $243,863,100 $12,193,155
Port Salerno Buffer 674 $185,863 $125,271,662 $6,263,583
Jensen Beach Buffer 189 $213,380 $40,328,820 $2,016,441
Rio Buffer 745 $178,255 $132,799,975 $6,639,999
Total 2338 $242,414 $566,763,557 $28,338,178







Chart A. Comparison of population % that walk or cycle to work


 


 


Chart B. Comparison of population % that has income to poverty level <1


 







Chart C. Comparison of households % with Disability


 


 


Chart D. Comparison of population % in receipt of Food Stamps


  







FIG. I. GOLDEN GATE CRA, RAILROAD CROSSINGS AND BUFFER 


 


 


  







FIG F.II. HOBE SOUND CRA, RAILROAD CROSSINGS AND BUFFER 


 


 


 


 


  







FIG. III. PORT SALERNO CRA, RAILROAD CROSSINGS AND BUFFER 


 


 


 


 


 


  







FIG. IV. JENSEN BEACH CRA, RAILROAD CROSSINGS AND BUFFER 


 


 


  







FIG. V. RIO CRA, RAILROAD CROSSINGS AND BUFFER 
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MEMORANDUM 
 


TO:  Lauren Milligan, Office of Intergovernmental Programs 


FROM: Dana Bryan, Bureau of Natural and Cultural Resources 


SUBJECT: All Aboard Florida Draft EIS – Division of Recreation and Parks Comments  


DATE:  November 4, 2014 
 
 
Division of Recreation and Parks (DRP) Comments on the Draft EIS Related to Savannas 


Preserve State Park (SPSP): 
 
Page 4-82, Sand Pine 
The document only briefly mentions the Sand Pine Scrub natural community.  DRP recommends 
that the document describe this community as a globally imperiled ecosystem (per Florida Natural 
Areas Inventory ranking system) with rare flora and fauna.  
 
Pages 4-84 – 4-88, Preserves, Wildlife Sanctuaries, and Wildlife Corridors 
SPSP is not included among the list of affected parks; however, the corridor passes along nine 
miles of the state park boundary.  The above-referenced Sand Pine Scrub natural community is 
located throughout the project corridor.  
 
Page 4-99, Table 4.3.6-3 
The table should include the Savannas mint (Dicerandra immaculata var. savannarum), a variety 
of Lakela’s mint and also listed as federally endangered.  A population of this species formerly 
occurred in the railroad corridor and known populations occur very close to the corridor. 
 
Page 4-100, Affected Environment 
Statement:  “Plant species for which known populations do not occur within the Project Study 
Area include: fragrant prickly apple, Lakela’s mint, beach jacquemontia, sand lace, scrub plum, and 
clasping warea.” 
 
Comment:  DRP notes above that fragrant prickly apple cactus is found within the project corridor.  
Savannas mint (a federally endangered variety of Lakela’s mint) was formerly found within the 
project study area and remaining populations are very near the project study area.  It should also be 
noted that disturbances within the Sand Pine Scrub ecosystem can allow further intrusion of exotic 
invasive plants.  Specifically, Natal grass, cogon grass, and Brazilian pepper are widespread along 
the disturbed railroad right-of-way near SPSP.  This intrusion by exotic species further imperils and 
alters the habitat needed for many of these threatened and endangered species. 
 
Page 5-98, North-South Corridor 
Statement:  “All construction activities proposed for the N‐S Corridor would occur within 
previously disturbed areas in the FECR Corridor and would not impact natural communities. 



trauth

Typewritten Text

   EXHIBIT P



trauth

Typewritten Text







 
Memorandum 
All Aboard Florida Draft EIS 
Page 2 of 5 
November 4, 2014 
 
 


www.dep.state.fl.us 


Limited wildlife habitat exists within the N‐S Corridor although field surveys indicate some 
utilization of disturbed habitats.” 
 
Comment:  DRP notes that some areas near SPSP have wildlife habitat.  The potential for impacts 
to natural communities exists through direct or indirect habitat loss and disturbance.  DRP 
encourages minimization and avoidance measures related to impacts adjacent to the state park.  
 
Page 5-110, Threatened and Endangered Species 
Statement:  “The USACE, a cooperating agency with respect to this EIS, is the lead federal agency 
with ESA Section 7 responsibilities for the Project. As described below, the USACE has evaluated 
the effects of the Project on federally listed species and determined that the Project would not 
jeopardize any listed species or modify any designated critical habitat. The USACE has made 
determinations of “no effect” or “no adverse effect” for each of the listed species within the Project 
Area. The agencies charged with administering the ESA, the US Fish & Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), and the NOAA‐NMFS, have concurred with these determinations (Appendix 5.3.6‐B). 


The ESA authorizes the determination and listing of species as Endangered or Threatened and 
prohibits unauthorized taking, possession, sale, and transport of endangered species. Section 7 of 
the Act requires federal agencies to ensure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by a 
federal agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or to modify their 
critical habitat...” 
 
Comment:  DRP advises that the project will occur within or directly adjacent to habitat occupied 
by the federally listed fragrant prickly apple cactus (Harissia fragrans).  Other plant species such as 
the federally listed Savannas mint (Dicerandra immaculata var. savannarum) occur in the project 
area as well.  Florida scrub-jay populations utilize the railroad corridor and adjacent conservation 
lands at SPSP and Jonathan Dickinson State Park.  DRP requests additional information as to how 
impacts to these species will be avoided or minimized. 
 
Page 5-119, Indirect and Secondary Impacts 
Statement:  “Based on these analyses, the Project would not have an adverse indirect effect on 
federal or state‐listed species.” 
 
Comment:  DRP notes that the studies listed do show that road corridors have adverse effects on 
health and reproductive success of federally endangered avian species.  
 
Page 5-121, Section 7 Consultation and Draft Findings 
Statement:  “May effect, but is not likely to adversely impact the Florida scrub‐jay. Habitat 
documented to be used by this species is outside of the proposed work area.” 
 
Comment:  DRP notes that Florida scrub-jays are seen flying across the proposed project area in 
the area of SPSP.  In addition, Florida scrub-jays are commonly observed foraging on the edge of 
the existing railway corridor in this area. 
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Page 7-10, Threatened and Endangered Species and Other Protected Species 
Statement:  “None of the alternatives considered for this analysis would be expected to result in 
significant adverse impacts to protected species or protected species habitat. However, AAF is 
committed to these measures to address any significant, unmitigated impacts that may arise as a 
result of the Project.” 
 
Comment:  DRP looks forward to working with AAF to ensure potential impacts to protected plant 
species found within the vicinity of SPSP are minimized or avoided. 
 
Other Comments:  DRP reports that multiple listed plant and animal species reside in the areas 
that parallel the FEC corridor adjacent to SPSP.  These species include:  Florida scrub-jay, gopher 
tortoise, indigo snake, Florida mouse, prickly apple cactus, Savannas mint, large-flowered 
rosemary, and possibly others.  Potential impacts to imperiled species within the park may result 
from three main avenues.  First, impacts in the footprint of the development area may remove 
habitat needed for the imperiled species found within this corridor.  Two plants in particular, the 
prickly apple cactus and the Savannas mint, contain the majority of their current population within 
close range of the FEC corridor.  Secondly, impacts caused by proposed development may cause 
disturbance in the Sand Pine Scrub that will allow the intrusion of exotic invasive species.  Thirdly, 
access into these areas for resource management activities such as prescribed burning and exotic 
plant and animal removal may be hindered, impacting management of the imperiled species.  
Disrupted access would also affect wildfire response and increase undesirable fuel loading at the 
urban interface. 
 
In addition, DRP would encourage AAF to maintain the integrity of any impacted gopher tortoise 
populations adjacent to SPSP by relocating tortoises on-site. 
 
 
DRP Comments Related to Jonathan Dickinson State Park (JDSP): 
 
Page S-15, Threatened and Endangered Species 
DRP notes that it is likely that perforated reindeer lichen (Cladonia perforata) occurs in the right-
of-way. 
 
Page 4-85, Preserves, Wildlife Sanctuaries, and Wildlife Corridors 
DRP notes that within the descriptions of natural areas, a list of federally or state-listed species is 
typically included and recommends that one be included for JDSP. 
 
Page 4-100, Table 4.3.6-5 
Curtiss’ milkweed (Asclepias curtissi) occurs in the area, but appears to be omitted from the table. 
 
Page 5-102, Introduction of Invasive Species  
Natal grass (Rhynchelytrum repens) has been a significant problem in disturbed areas of scrub 
adjacent to the project area and should be noted in the document at both JDSP and SPSP.  In 
addition, showy rattlebox (Crotalaria spectabilis) and Guinea grass (Panicum maximum) are both 
very problematic at JDSP.  DRP requests additional mitigative/preventative measures be outlined in 
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the document.  An introduction of a new exotic species or increase in distribution or abundance of 
existing species would result in a decrease in the quality of habitat for several listed scrub species. 
 
Page 5-118, Table 5.3.6-3  (This comment applies to all the tables for alternatives that impact 
threatened and endangered species.) 
Staff indicates that if impacts to eastern indigo snakes are likely within the N-S Corridor, there is 
also a high likelihood that other species utilizing similar habitats will be impacted, such as the 
Florida scrub-jay, gopher tortoise, gopher frog, Florida pine snake, Florida mouse, etc.  It is unclear 
why the acreages for these species differ in the table.  At JDSP, all these animals use the corridor 
area periodically.  For example, gopher frogs are likely to cross back and forth across the tracks in 
the JDSP project area, traveling from the scrub to access breeding wetlands to the west. 
 
Page 5-147, North-South Corridor  
DRP notes that closing SE Jonathan Dickinson Way during upgrades to the crossing would have 
significant impacts.  This is a one-way-in and one-way-out road.  Emergency vehicles, campers, 
resident park staff, and other visitors could be stranded in the western part of the park during 
closures.  Temporary or permanent closure of this road as stated would not be acceptable.  In 
addition, closing the park drive would have financial impacts on the local economy. 
 
Page 5-148   
Please note that the GIS shapefile depicting the state park boundary on this map is no longer 
current.  This could be rectified with an updated boundary map. 
 
Page 7-10, Threatened and Endangered Species and Other Protected Species 
Clarification is needed regarding Florida scrub-jay impacts near JDSP.  Is there going to be 
expansion of the railroad track footprint?  DRP notes that any expansion (particularly in certain 
areas) would likely result in impacts to Florida scrub-jay habitat. 
 
Page 7-13, Gopher Tortoise Mitigation Measures 
The DRP would encourage AAF to maintain the integrity of any impacted gopher tortoise 
populations adjacent to JDSP by relocating tortoises on-site. 
 
Appendices  
Only the plans for Alternative A for the N-S Corridor have been provided.  All plans should 
indicate whether management access would be impeded and park staff could plan accordingly.  
 
It is unclear whether fences would be erected along the entire right-of-way corridor in JDSP.  
Fencing may have some negative consequences on wildlife access and movement, which would 
need to be addressed. 
 
Does the plan to expand the use of the right-of-way mean that there will be no communication 
tower near the former LORAN Tower site? 
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DRP Office of Greenways and Trails Comments: 
 
All Aboard Florida is a large linear rail project transecting eight counties in Southeast and Central 
Eastern Florida.  This evaluation covers the Ecological Greenways Network (EGN) and Florida 
Greenways and Trails System (FGTS), for which the Office of Greenways and Trails is responsible.  
The EGN is based on a scale of one to six, with one being the highest priority, and is meant to 
support connectivity between natural areas.  While the EGN is meant to guide acquisition and 
planning projects, it should not be used as the only measure to determine project acquisitions.  The 
FGTS Network is a statewide effort to establish a regionally connected system of greenways and 
trails through a priority network, based on opportunity corridors. 
 
The FGTS Plan identifies a priority and opportunity corridor along the entire length of the All 
Aboard Florida corridor.  Due consideration should be given to locating a rail-with-trail, shared-use 
path along the railroad corridor.  A shared-use path would help to close gaps between trails in all 
counties.  If the corridor is developed with such a path, significant gaps in trail would be closed 
between Miami and Orlando.  Along the coastal portion of this corridor lies the East Coast 
Greenway (ECG), a national effort to connect bicycle facilities from the Florida Keys Overseas 
Heritage Trail to Maine.  With the development of this railroad, significant gaps along the ECG 
would be closed and bicycle users who arrive in Miami and ride north on a portion of the ECG 
could have a multi-modal return trip option.  Finally, the Railroad Corridor will cross the Florida 
National Scenic Trail’s (FNST) Priority Corridor in Orange County.  The FNST is a federally and 
state-recognized trail due to its length and exhaustive support network of citizen support 
organizations and volunteers. 
 
The EGN is identified along sections of the project in a limited number of counties.  In Martin 
County, the corridor would transect the EGN Corridor in level two linkages.  In Brevard, the 
railroad corridor will transect level one, two and six of the EGN.  In Orange County, levels one and 
two will also be transected by significant portions of the railroad corridor.  Because of the 
encroachment into these linkages, especially in Brevard and Orange counties, special consideration 
should be given to mitigate impacts on natural areas and wildlife. 
 
An example of a large-scale transportation project of similar magnitude is the Suncoast Parkway.  
This project allowed the construction of a multi-use path alongside a portion of a high-speed toll 
road system.  However, if the multi-use path is not built along the railroad corridor, the railroad bed 
itself may continue to serve as a rails-to-trail project in the future, with due consideration from 
interested parties.  
 
 
DRP Office of Park Planning Comments: 
 
Regarding noise/vibration: 
Several areas of the state parks along the corridor are shown within the “Moderate Impact Noise” 
areas, including shop/residence areas.  DRP requests that best management practices to minimize 
noise impacts be incorporated into the project as much as possible. 







Recovery Plan Status: Revision (May 18, 1999)


Geographic Coverage: Rangewide


Cladonia perforata is a member of the family
Cladoniaceae, commonly called the reindeer lichens.
Unlike the more common and widely distributed


species of the Cladoniaceae with which it occurs, C.
perforata is restricted to the high, well-drained sands of
rosemary scrub in Florida. Cladonia perforata was listed as
endangered because of the significant loss of scrub habitat in
Florida. This species is known to occur on approximately 27
sites in Florida; all but two sites are in the South Florida
Ecosystem. Sixteen of the sites are protected, and others are
proposed for acquisition in the future.


This account represents a revision of the existing
recovery plan for the Florida perforate cladonia (FWS 1996).


Description 


Cladonia perforata is easily recognized in the field by the
conspicuous holes or perforations below each dichotomous
branch point and its wide, smooth, yellowish gray-green
branches.


Unlike other fruticose lichens whose branches develop
from the primary or vegetative body, the branches of
members of Cladonia and Cladina are developmentally
derived from spore-producing structures called apothecia,
present as colored, expanded tips of fertile branches. These
specialized, hollow branches are called podetia and are
structurally characteristic of this group. Cladonia perforata
differs from other fruticose terrestrial Cladoniaceae in
several podetial characters, including color, shape and
texture, in addition to having specific habitat requirements.
Cladonia perforata has rather wide (up to 6 mm), pale
yellowish gray-green podetia, punctuated in the axils by 1
to 1.5 mm perforations. The branching pattern is complex
and consists of roughly subequal dichotomies near the tips
and, more commonly, sympodia (unequal branchings with
the smaller branch deflected to one side) below (Evans
1952), resulting in a more-or-less compressed tuft. Its outer
surface is mostly uniformly smooth. Individual podetia are
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typically 4 to 6 cm long (Evans 1952), although specimens of up to 8 cm across
and several cm high have been observed (R. Yahr, Archbold Biological Station,
personal communication 1995). No primary thallus is known. The oldest parts
of the podetia degenerate, leaving no means of determining ages. No studies of
growth rates in C. perforata have been completed. In boreal areas, growth
studies of Cladonia species suggest that one branching occurs each year
(Thomson 1967); however, in more tropical areas, more than one branching per
year may be possible. Cladonia perforata is suspected to reproduce only by
vegetative fragmentation; no spore-producing organs (apothecia) have been
described (Thomson 1967). 


Cladonia uncialis is a closely related and similar-looking species,
although its occurrence in Florida is disputed by Moore (1968). Its podetia are
wide and perforate, though not at every dichotomy, and are glossy with
greenish areolae (Evans 1952). The other fruticose, terrestrial species of
Cladonia and Cladina which commonly co-occur with C. perforata can easily
be distinguished from it. Although Cladonia leporina may sometimes have
small perforations in the podetia and is occasionally confused with C.
perforata, C. leporina is a darker yellow-green color, has narrower podetia
with rough surfaces and can often be found with conspicuous red apothecia.
Cladonia pachycladodes is similar in color to C. perforata but is more of a
light bluish-grey color and has finer branches, drooping at the tips. Cladonia
subsetacea, Cladina evansii, and Cladina subtenuis all have much narrower,
filiform podetia, usually less than 1mm wide.


Taxonomy


The Cladoniaceae is represented in Florida by the two large, widespread, and
closely related genera Cladonia and Cladina. Moore (1968) considers this
conspicuous and diverse group to be one of the most important in the Florida
lichen flora, represented by a total of 33 species, three of which are endemic to
the state. George Llano first collected C. perforata Evans in 1945 from Santa
Rosa Island, Florida, and in 1952, Alexander Evans described the species from
this type (Buckley and Hendrickson 1988). Both Llano�s and Evans�
collections of C. perforata were purportedly from Escambia County, but
Wilhelm and Burkhalter (1990) determined the actual locality to be in
Okaloosa County. No other names have been applied to the species.


Distribution


In northern biomes such as boreal forests and the tundra, members of Cladonia
and Cladina form continuous mats which cover the ground and provide important
forage for caribou and reindeer. In temperate and subtropical regions, open rock
outcrops or patches of bare ground or sand provide habitat for reindeer lichens
(Thomson, 1967). Florida scrub, which is characterized in part by persistent, open
patches of sand, supports a relatively rich assemblage of these terrestrial lichens.
Up to eight species of reindeer lichens commonly occur in Florida scrub. C.
perforata is the most unique member of the scrub-lichen community, by virtue of
its restricted and unusual disjunct distribution and overall global rarity.
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In 1991, the Florida Natural Areas Inventory surveyed 111 sites
throughout central and coastal Florida to determine the status of C. perforata.
A total of only 12 sites were located, six of which were at Archbold Biological
Station (FWS 1993). Two additional sites were later located at Archbold
Biological Station (R. Yahr, Archbold Biological Station, personal
communication 1995). With one Eglin Air Force Base site in Okaloosa
County, and several other more recently discovered south-central and coastal
Florida locations, approximately 27 sites for C. perforata are currently known
from four disjunct geographic regions; the counties within these regions are
shown in Figure 1. The farthest and most disjunct region, supporting the only
remaining North Florida site, is defined by Santa Rosa Island in Okaloosa
County. This region is about 644 km northwest of the next closest region.
Central Florida�s Lake Wales Ridge supports the bulk of the known sites for
C. perforata. South-coastal Martin and Palm Beach counties support three
sites, and southwest Florida�s Manatee County has one disjunct site for this
lichen (K. DeLaney, Environmental Research Consultants, Inc., personal
communication 1995).


The type locality, which was reported from Escambia County on the west
side of Santa Rosa Island, was likely reported in error according to Wilhelm
and Burkhalter (1990), who rediscovered C. perforata on the eastern end of
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Florida perforate cladonia.
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the island. The western part of the island has scrub that should be surveyed.
The current patchy distribution of C. perforata, represented by the fragmented
scrubs on high white-sand ridges of central Florida may reflect all or only part
of its historic range.


Habitat


Several of the fruticose, terrestrial Cladonia and Cladina species form a
conspicuous and characteristic part of Florida�s white sand scrub communities
(Moore 1968). Typical habitat for C. perforata is found on the high sand dune
ridges of Florida�s peninsula, including the Atlantic Coastal and the Lake Wales
Ridges. In these areas C. perforata is restricted to the highest, xeric white sands
in sand pine scrub, typically in the rosemary phase (Abrahamson et al. 1984).
Such rosemary scrubs, frequently referred to as �rosemary balds,� are particularly
well-drained and structurally open. Specific aspects of C. perforata microhabitat
require further investigation and, presently, can only be roughly generalized with
the following associated plant species: scrub oaks (Quercus inopina, Q. geminata,
Q. myrtifolia), which are clumped and scattered throughout, sand pine (Pinus
clausa), which dominates the tree-layer (although the canopy may be sparse or
absent), and Florida rosemary (Ceratiola ericoides), which dominates the shrub
layer. Cladonia perforata typically occurs in open patches of sand between shrubs
in areas with sparse or no herbaceous cover. 


In Highlands and Polk counties on the Lake Wales Ridge, C. perforata occurs
at relatively higher elevations than surrounding areas, on excessively well-
drained, nutrient-poor, white sands of the St. Lucie series, with pH ranging from
5.0 to 6.0 (Buckley and Hendrickson 1988, R. Yahr, personal communication
1995). At Archbold Biological Station, C. perforata occurs in the most xeric
microsites even within rosemary scrub (E. Menges, Archbold Biological Station,
personal communication 1995). A small site in xeric scrubby flatwoods on Lake
Wales Ridge SF (formerly Lake Arbuckle SF) was recently discovered  (R. Yahr,
Archbold Biological Station, personal communication 1998). Other Lake Wales
Ridge SF sites are on open rosemary scrubs or under dense sand pine in rosemary
scrub. In the coastal scrubs of Jonathan Dickinson State Park in Martin County, C.
perforata is reported from open areas in oak-dominated sand pine scrub and
scrubby flatwoods. The Okaloosa County sites are on undifferentiated coastal
beach sands in white-sand scrub; C. perforata was collected from an Okaloosa
County site dominated by rosemary and �downslope into margins of gallberry
swales� (Johnson and Blythe 1986; collection deposited at Archbold Biological
Station). 


Reproduction


Reproduction in the Cladoniaceae is typically by means of sexually produced
spores or dispersal of vegetative fragments, either via soredia (microscopic
clumps of algal cells surrounded by fungal threads which emerge from the lichen
surface as a powder) or simple fragmentation (Thomson 1967). However, neither
spore-producing structures nor soredia are known from Cladonia perforata
(Thomson 1967). Presumably, the main form of reproduction is via vegetative
fragmentation. 
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Relationship to Other Species


Cladonia perforata is a habitat-specialist, usually restricted to openings in very
xeric sites. It can occur in monospecific mats or in mixed-species mats with
Cladonia leporina, Cladonia prostrata, Cladonia pachycladodes, Cladina
evansii, Cladonia subsetacea, and/or Cladina subtenuis. However, these other
co-occurring Cladonia and Cladina species appear to be less restricted to
rosemary scrub and can also be found in lower, less well-drained communities
like scrubby flatwoods and flatwoods, in addition to other xeric upland habitats
such as sandhills, from which C. perforata is notably lacking. 


In addition to the more common reindeer lichen species that co-occur with
C. perforata, associated vascular plant species may include Serenoa repens,
Sabal etonia, Lyonia ferruginea, L. fruticosa, Bumelia tenax, Asimina obovata,
Persea humilis, Licania michauxii, Hypericum cumulicola, Polygonella
basiramia, Opuntia humifusa, Lechea cernua, and Selaginella arenicola
(Buckley and Hendrickson 1988). Cladonia perforata occurs most commonly
with Florida rosemary and sand pine, typically in patches of bare sand with
other Cladonia and Cladina species, sometimes forming mixed-species tangled
clumps. It can, however, occasionally occur in dense, long-unburned sand pine
scrub on a mat of pine needles, as observed at the southernmost portion of
Archbold Biological Station, on an adjacent privately owned parcel, and under
dense sand pines on the Lake Wales Ridge SF (R. Yahr, Archbold Biological
Station, personal communication 1995). However, Menges and Kohfeldt
(1995) found that C. perforata decreases in dominance in sites that have gone
unburned for more than 20 years. This decrease in dominance on unburned
sites may be a result of a combination of factors that influence microhabitat,
such as decreased insulation or increased litter accumulation.


Status and Trends


The loss of scrub habitat is the primary reason C. perforata is listed as
endangered (58 FR 25754). Less than 15 percent of the historic distribution of
scrub habitat persisted as of 1992 (FWS 1992), and land conversion to citrus
and residential development continues to diminish scrub habitat almost daily.
As with all species restricted to the developable upland landscape, including
species of the scrubs of the Lake Wales Ridge, nearby parallel central ridges,
and the Atlantic Coastal Ridge, habitat loss is the most critical concern.


In addition to habitat loss, C. perforata is also threatened by trampling, off-
road vehicles, hurricane washover, and improper land management (Buckley
and Hendrickson 1986, R. Yahr, Archbold Biological Station, personal
communication 1995). Sixteen of the 27 known sites for C. perforata occur on
dedicated conservation lands and are protected. In Highlands County eight
sites are protected on Archbold Biological Station and one site is protected at
the Lake Apthorpe Preserve (managed cooperatively by The Nature
Conservancy and GFC). In Polk County, two sites on the Lake Wales Ridge SF
were discovered by R. Yahr in 1996 (C. Weekley, DACS, personal
communication 1998). In Martin County, one site occurs at Jonathan Dickinson
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SP. There are three protected sites in Palm Beach County: two at the Jupiter
Inlet tract, owned and managed by the BLM, and one recently discovered site
on the Jupiter Ridge Natural Area (Steve Farnsworth, Palm Beach County
DERM, personal communication 1998). A 1997 survey revealed
approximately 5,000 lichen fragments on this site. The Okaloosa County site,
on Eglin Air Force Base, occurs on a beach with restricted vehicular access,
but completely open to foot traffic. In addition to the already-protected sites
for C. perforata, the Trout Lake site in Polk County is proposed for inclusion
in the State�s Preservation 2000 program. Other potential sites for protection
include several privately held properties in Highlands County.


A low proportion of all known sites support large areas of C. perforata. At
only two of the Archbold Biological Station sites is this lichen very abundant,
making up the dominant ground cover in most of the site with densely crowded
and overlapping thalli. Abundant stands are also reported from the site at
Jonathan Dickinson SP and from the east end of Santa Rosa Island.


Despite the conservation status of these sites, populations of this lichen may
be extremely limited in areal extent and, therefore, subject to significant losses
from local events. For example, two former Okaloosa County sites supported
only small fragments of C. perforata prior to Hurricane Opal, which severely
impacted Santa Rosa Island in October 1995. One estimate suggested that more
than half of the potential habitat of C. perforata on the east end of the island was
negatively affected by the storm, with large areas swept clean of all ground
lichens or inundated with salt water (R. Yahr, Archbold Biological Station,
personal communication 1995). At Archbold Biological Station, C. perforata
occurs on eight of more than 100 discrete, available habitat patches (rosemary
balds). Five of these eight sites were partially burned in a prescribed fire in
1993, but in each, the lichen persisted in unburned patches, although almost
certainly in lower numbers.


Throughout its distribution, C. perforata is considered as rare. It has a
limited areal extent and its management is further complicated by its limited
reproduction and dispersal capability.


Management


Florida scrub has historically experienced variable fire frequencies and patchy
high-intensity fires (Myers 1990). Scrub plant communities are therefore fire-
adapted, and recover relatively quickly (Abrahamson 1984). In sand pine and
rosemary scrub, however, recovery of dominant species is slower than in oak-
dominated scrubs (Johnson et al. 1986) and open spaces between shrubs persist
longer. In fire-maintained systems, low-fuel, bare sand patches may serve as
refugia from fire for C. perforata and other lichen species which cannot survive
fire. These refugia provide a local source for recolonization and population
recovery. 


While patch-level dynamics on a long time-scale, including local extirpation
and recolonization events, are probably important in the persistence of C.
perforata in the fire-maintained landscape, improper management may threaten
the species at the site level. Due to C. perforata�s  presumed slow growth and
observed slow recolonization (Menges and Kohfeldt 1995), land managers should
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avoid complete burns in large areas supporting C. perforata. Such fires likely
reduce the possibility of recolonization from unburned patches within sites or
from nearby sites. Additionally, complete lack of fire is also detrimental to the
species. Fire suppression creates closed canopies and causes microsite
characteristics to change, possibly encouraging complete burns when a fire does
occur.


Management recommendations for C. perforata should provide for fire-return
intervals long enough to restore vigorous lichen growth and to allow regeneration
of mature shrub layers, since reburning rosemary scrub too frequently can deplete
its soil seed banks (Johnson 1982, Gibson and Menges 1994). Archbold
Biological Station�s Fire Management Plan recommends a 20 to 60 year fire
interval for rosemary scrub, which is designed to allow recovery of shrub canopy
while maintaining the endemic-rich open sand patches (Hawkes and Menges
1996). These factors must also be balanced with caution regarding the build-up of
litter and other ground fuels over very long intervals which may contribute to
homogeneous burns. Perhaps more frequent burns in adjacent habitats may serve
to occasionally burn small areas of rosemary and reduce fuels enough to prevent
large, complete fires. Spatially patchy fires leave unburned areas within a burned
matrix from which species of Cladonia may recolonize, and without which, C.
perforata may be threatened with local extinctions.


Cladonia perforata population dynamics have, to date, only been inferred
from observations of occupied sites. Menges and Kohfeldt (1995) found that C.
perforata and four other terrestrial Cladoniaceae species respond to burning by
slow recolonization (within four years) and, later, by steady increases in
dominance up to 20 years post fire. However, in contrast to the more common
Cladonia and Cladina species which continue to increase in dominance post
fire for at least 60 years, Menges and Kohfeldt (1995) found that C. perforata
increases in dominance only until an intermediate post fire time of about 20
years, and then decreases in dominance again. Until population trends are
studied, it is probably important to provide a mosaic of times-since-fire in the
landscape and to encourage patchy burns if fuels have become continuous due
to long-unburned conditions. Because C. perforata, like other lichens, cannot
survive fire and likely can recolonize sites slowly and from local sources, such
as unburned patches within sites, it is important to avoid complete burns in
sites which support this species. Although C. perforata is characteristically
found in open sand gaps between shrubs, it can, apparently, persist in long-
unburned sites (probably for more than 50 years) under a dense sand pine
canopy (R. Yahr, Archbold Biological Station, personal communication 1995).
Conducting a mosaic of burns over long time frames would, therefore, be an
appropriate management goal for this species. 


In some cases, however, prescribed fire may be infeasible due to the
proximity of residential development or due to high fuel buildup which could
lead to local extirpations. In these instances,  it is possible that C. perforata
would  respond well to mechanical clearings adjacent to occupied patches.
Evidence of this is noted by the recolonization of some areas disturbed by off-
road vehicles with a dense cover of C. perforata (R. Yahr, Archbold Biological
Station,  personal communication 1995). Research on the effects of various
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management regimes on C. perforata based on such observations may be
useful in the recovery of the species.


Recent patchy burns in rosemary scrub at Archbold Biological Station and
the Lake Apthorpe Preserve may be successful in promoting the persistence of
this species, creating or re-opening new bare sand patches adjacent to
occupied, unburned areas. A monitoring project in several sites was instituted
in the winter of 1996-97 by Archbold Biological Station to investigate the rate
and mode of post-fire recolonization in the peninsular region of C.   perforata�s
range; compare natural recolonization of C. perforata with establishment via
transplantations into unoccupied suitable habitat and with previously occupied,
hand-cleared sites; and to test hypotheses regarding dispersal limitations for C.
perforata�s persistence and growth in several transplant sites. 


Management of C. perforata should include protection of all sites from
vehicle or heavy foot traffic and promoting fire management planning at sites
where fire is an important part of that site�s ecology. Because each site has a
unique set of circumstances, appropriate management plans should be tailored
to accommodate these. Unpredictable events, like hurricanes and wildfires, are
best mediated by having a large number of protected sites, which provide local
sources for natural recolonization and population recovery. It may be possible
to reintroduce C. perforata into severely damaged sites, if impacts have been so
severe that the nearby natural population has not been able to recolonize the site.


Little is known about the life history and ecology of C. perforata. This
causes concern regarding its  recolonization potential, since relatively large,
heavy fragments may not disperse far or fast. Additionally, indeterminate
branching structures which vegetatively fragment lead to problems in
estimating demographic trends. Counts of individual fragments are infeasible
and probably not informative, since individuals cannot be defined. Some
estimate of areal coverage may be the best way to describe the population size
and spread.


A review of current ecological and management research on the genus may
yield valuable suggestions for applied management of C. perforata. Studies of
boreal forest terrestrial Cladonia species biology and ecology, for example,
may offer useful information for management of Florida�s terrestrial lichen
communities.
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Species-level Recovery Actions


S1. Determine current distribution of C. perforata. This species� known distribution is scattered
from the panhandle area of Florida south to Martin and Palm Beach counties in South Florida
with large areas having no individuals.  A thorough survey is needed to determine the
distribution for this species.


S1.1. Conduct surveys for additional populations of C. perforata in South Florida.


S1.1.1. Survey scrub and high pine habitat for C. perforata in Osceola,
Hardee, and Hendry counties. Adequate survey work has not been
performed off the Lake Wales Ridge. Sites on private property cannot be
protected without survey knowledge. 


S1.1.2. Continue surveys in Polk and Highlands counties. The Lake Wales
Ridge has been well surveyed, though new sites are still being found.
This species by nature is hard to identify and dispersed sparsely. Survey
work should continue for this species.


S1.1.3. Continue surveys on protected lands. New sites for listed species are still
being found on protected lands. This survey work should be continued to
catalog all existing protected sites.


Recovery for the
Florida Perforate Cladonia
Cladonia perforata Evans


Recovery Objective: R ECLASSIFY to threatened.


Recovery Criteria


Cladonia perforata may be reclassified from endangered to threatened when: enough demographic data are
available to determine the appropriate numbers of self-sustaining populations and sites needed to assure 20
to 90 percent probability of persistence for 100 years; when these sites, within the historic range of C.
perforata, are adequately protected from further habitat loss, degradation, and fragmentation; when these
sites are managed to maintain the rosemary phase of xeric oak scrub communities to support C. perforata;
and when monitoring programs demonstrate that these sites support the appropriate numbers of self-
sustaining populations, and those populations are stable throughout the historic range of the species.


This recovery objective is an interim goal because of the limited data on the biology, ecology, and
management needs of this species.  The recovery objective will be reassessed annually based on new
research, management, and monitoring information.  Reclassification criteria may be refined if new
information identifies new ways of re-establishing populations of this species to expand its distribution
within its historic range.
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S1.2. Maintain distribution of known populations and suitable habitat in GIS
database. Use GIS to map existing populations and to assess the species� status and
trends over time.  The database should contain information on locations, population
areas and cover, and status. This information should also be used for project review
and in land acquisition activities. 


S2. Protect and enhance existing populations. Much of the native xeric uplands on the Lake
Wales Ridge and surrounding counties have been converted to agriculture or urban
development. The remaining habitat is fragmented into small parcels and in many cases,
isolated.  For this reason, existing populations are in need of protection from a variety of threats.  


S2.1. Protect populations on private land through acquisition, conservation easements,
or agreements with landowners.  


S2.2. Protect populations on public lands. Develop management guidelines that allow for
a fire regime that includes a mosaic of successional stages.  


S2.3. Prepare post-hurricane restoration plans for the southeast Florida counties.  


S2.4. Enforce available protective measures. Use local, State and Federal regulations to
protect this species from overcollecting and damage from off-road vehicle use.
Regulations should also be used to protect xeric vegetative communities where C.
perforata lives.  


S2.4.1. Initiate section 7 consultations when Federal activities may affect this
species. In particular, it will be important to consult with the Florida DOT
and the Federal Highway Administration to protect occupied habitat of C.
perforata from further fragmentation and the secondary effects of road
construction.


S2.4.2. Enforce take and trade prohibitions. This species is protected by take
provisions of the ESA (including its prohibition against removing and
reducing to possession any endangered plant from areas under Federal
jurisdiction; maliciously damaging or destroying any such species on any
such area; or removing, cutting, or digging up any such species), by the
Preservation of Native Flora of Florida Act, and by the Florida rules
regarding removal of plants from State lands. 


S2.5. Initiate ex situ conservation of C. perforata. Ex situ collections can preserve genetic
diversity, prevent loss of the species, and determine ecological characteristics and
habitat management needs. These collections may be instrumental in the recovery of
C. perforata, although lichens are known to be quite difficult to culture. The efforts of
organizations like the Center for Plant Conservation of the Missouri Botanical
Gardens, which collect, store, and maintain the germ plasm of rare species should
continue to be supported. Emphasis should be placed on culturing techniques rather
than trying to maintain living symbioses.


S3. Conduct research on life history characteristics of C. perforata. Much of the basic biology
and ecology of this species remains poorly understood. To effectively recover this species more
specific biological information is needed.  


S3.1. Continue research to determine demographic information, such as numbers of
sites and populations, numbers of individuals in a population, recruitment,
dispersal, growth, survival, and mortality.
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S3.2. Continue research to better understand the mechanisms of establishment of C.
perforata, the effects of translocations of fragments, and the effects of fire on
survival.


S3.3. Once demographic data are known, conduct population viability and risk
assessment analysis to determine the spatial distribution needed to ensure
persistence of the species.  


S3.4. Conduct research to assess management requirements of C. perforata. Determine
which natural populations can be stabilized or increased by habitat management.
Surveys, research, and monitoring will provide information on the localities of C.
perforata sites, and on the factors contributing to any declines at each site.  Site-
specific management guidelines should be provided to land managers.  


S4. Monitor existing populations of C. perforata.  


S4.1. Monitor to detect changes in demographic characteristics, such as reproduction,
recruitment, growth, dispersal, survival, and mortality. Also monitor for
herbivory, disease and injury.


S4.2. Monitor the effects of various land management actions on C. perforata. Assess
any changes in demographic characteristics of C. perforata in response to land
management activities, such as prescribed fire, exotic plant control, etc.


S4.3. Develop a quantitative description of the population structure of C. perforata.
This description will provide a baseline for monitoring population dynamics in
response to natural environmental changes and management treatments. Data recorded
should include morphology, survivorship, mortality, and reproduction for individual
plants. Data about each plant�s (or fragment�s)  microsite (vegetation cover, litter
depth, substrate, and closest neighbors) should also be included.


S5. Provide public information about C. perforata. It is important for the recovery of this species
that governmental agencies, conservation organizations such as the Florida Native Plant Society,
and private landowners be appropriately informed about this species. Care is needed, though, to
avoid revealing specific locality information about where C. perforata is found.


Public outreach efforts must also continue to address the increasing concern that horticultural
demand for this and other rare species may not benefit conservation of threatened and
endangered species. Public education should identify that commercial production and
horticultural uses of endangered species provide little benefit to species, since the recovery of C.
perforata and other rare species requires a self-sustaining, secure, number of natural populations.  


S6. Establish delisting criteria. Once reclassification is achieved, research and monitoring results
may provide data necessary to develop delisting criteria.


Habitat-level Recovery Actions
H1. Prevent degradation of existing habitat. Extensive habitat loss, degradation, and


fragmentation have already occurred throughout the range of this species. Both
urbanization and fire suppression have decreased the available habitat. To date, there are 15
protected sites for C. perforata in South Florida.


H1.1. Secure habitat through acquisition, landowner agreements, and conservation
easements. Little xeric scrub habitat is remaining for this species; any method of
securing in situ protected populations should be sought.  







H1.2. Manage and enhance habitat. Manage habitat to maintain C. perforata populations
by preventing damage from off-road vehicle use and overcollection, and by
providing proper management of habitat including prescribed fire.  


H1.2.1. Conduct prescribed burns. Fire is a necessary and integral
characteristic of the scrub community. A variable interval in fire return
and in season is important to mimic the natural fire regime. The scrub
landscape is naturally made up of islands of suitable and unsuitable
habitat. To repeat this landscape pattern, sites should be burned as a
mosaic when possible. 


H1.2.2. Control and eliminate exotic and invasive plants and animals. Exotic
plant and animal species are not yet a major threat in this species habitat
as compared to other communities in South Florida. However, in isolated
areas, exotic species are becoming established. Without control,
exotic/invasive plants may become a threat to the survival and recovery
of C. perforata.  


H2. Restore areas to suitable habitat. Native habitats that have been disturbed or that have
experienced a long history of fire suppression may be good candidates for future reserves.  


H2.1. Restore natural fire regime. Long periods without fire can change the species
composition and the ability of the site to carry fire. Rehabilitation of a site may be a
lengthy process, but with fewer and fewer sites remaining, these sites may become
more valuable for future recovery.  


H2.2. Enhance sites with native plant species. Because of logging or long periods
without fire, certain native plant species that were present historically may now be
absent from the natural composition of the community. These species can be
reintroduced if natural colonization is not possible.  


H3. Conduct habitat-level research projects. Study the response of C. perforata to various land
management practices, such as prescribed fire regimes, vegetative thinning, and control of
exotic/invasive vegetation. Although recently studied, questions still exist on management
reactions.


H4. Monitor habitat/ecological processes. Monitor the effects of land management actions, such
as prescribed fire, exotic plant control, etc., on the habitats where C. perforata occurs.  


H5. Provide public information about scrub and its unique biota. Educational efforts,
especially those conducted by Archbold Biological Station, have been successful. Without
these successful efforts, the Lake Wales Ridge NWR would not have been created. The State�s
system of biological preserves depends for its funding and future success on a broad base of
public understanding and support. In addition to past and ongoing educational efforts by The
Nature Conservancy, Bok Tower Gardens, and Archbold Biological Station, future efforts by
these organizations, the Florida Park Service, the Florida Native Plant Society and local
garden clubs play crucial roles in increasing public appreciation of scrub, high pineland
vegetation, and their plant species.
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0Wood storks (Mycteria americana) are one of two
species of storks that breed in North America. This
large, long-legged inhabitant of marshes, cypress


swamps, and mangrove swamps reaches the northern limit
of its breeding range in the southeastern U.S., where it
breeds in colonies with great egrets, snowy egrets, white
ibises, and many other species. The unique feeding method
of the wood stork gives it specialized habitat requirements;
the habitats on which wood storks depend have been
disrupted by changes in the distribution, timing, and
quantity of water flows in South Florida. The population
declines that accompanied this disruption led to its listing
as an endangered species and continue to threaten the
recovery of this species in the U.S.


This account represents South Florida�s contribution to
the rangewide recovery plan for the wood stork (FWS
1997).


Description


The wood stork is a large, long-legged wading bird, with a
body length (head to tail) of 85 to 115 cm and a wingspan
of 150 to 165 cm. Their plumage is white, except for
iridescent black primary and secondary feathers and a short
black tail. On adult wood storks, the rough scaly skin of the
head and neck is unfeathered and blackish in color. Their
legs are dark with dull pink toes. The bill color is blackish.
Male and female wood storks are similar in appearance,
although male wood storks tend to be larger, have longer
wingspans and weigh more.


Immature storks, up to the age of about 3 years, differ
from adults in that their bills are yellowish or straw colored
and they exhibit varying amounts of dusky feathering on
the head and neck. During courtship and the early nesting
season, adults have pale salmon coloring under the wings,
fluffy undertail coverts that are longer than the tail, and
toes that brighten to a vivid pink.
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Federal Status: Endangered (Feb. 28, 1984)


Critical Habitat: None Designated


Florida Status: Endangered


Figure 1. Florida distribution of the wood stork.
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In the field, wood storks are distinctive among North American wading
birds due to their long, heavy bills, black primary and secondary feathers, and
black tails. Few other North American wading birds, except sandhill cranes
(Grus canadensis), whooping cranes (Grus canadensis americana), white ibises
(Eudocimus albus), and roseate spoonbills (Ajaia ajaja) fly with their necks
and legs extended. Wood storks can be distinguished from sandhill cranes by
their white plumage; they can be distinguished from whooping cranes by their
size (the body of wood storks are 89 to115 cm while whooping cranes are 127
to151 cm), black secondary feathers, and black tail feathers. White ibises and
wood storks both have black flight feathers on the wing tips. However, the wood
stork is easily distinguished by its black head and its heavy bill. The roseate
spoonbill is characteristically pinkish in color and has a spoonbill. At large
distances, soaring white pelicans (Pelecanus erythrorhynchos) and storks
appear similar; both soar in flocks at great heights and have similar color
patterns.


Taxonomy


The wood stork is one of 17 species of true storks (Ciconiidae) in the world. The
wood stork is one of three stork species found in the western hemisphere and is
the only one that breeds north of Mexico (Ogden 1990). The wood stork has no
described subspecies, races, or distinctive subpopulations (Palmer 1962).


Distribution


Breeding populations of the wood stork occur from northern Argentina, eastern
Peru, and western Ecuador north to Central America, Mexico, Cuba,
Hispaniola, and the U.S. (AOU 1983). In the U.S., wood storks historically
nested in all coastal states between Texas and South Carolina (Wayne 1910,
Bent 1926, Howell 1932, Oberholser 1938, Dusi and Dusi 1968, Cone and Hall
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Figure 2. Breeding distribution of the wood stork in the United States (FWS 1996).







1970, Oberholser and Kincaid 1974). Currently, wood storks breed in Florida,
Georgia, and coastal South Carolina (Figures 1 and 2). Post breeding storks
from Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina disperse occasionally as far north as
North Carolina and as far west as Mississippi and Alabama.


In the U.S., the post breeding dispersal of the wood stork is extensive, with
annual variation. The wood stork has been reported both as a casual and regular
visitor, ranging from southern California and southern Arizona, north to
northern California, southern Idaho, Montana, Colorado, Nebraska,
southeastern South Dakota, Missouri, Illinois, southern Michigan, and
southern Ontario, Canada; from the Gulf of Mexico north to Arkansas and
western Tennessee; and along the Atlantic coast to Maine, southern New
Brunswick, Canada, and New York, south to its breeding range in Florida,
Georgia, and South Carolina. It is suspected that most wood storks sighted in
Arkansas, Louisiana, Texas, and points farther west are birds that have
dispersed from colonies in Mexico (FWS 1997). Some of the sightings in this
region may also be wood storks dispersing from southeastern U.S. breeding
colonies, but the amount of overlap or interchange between populations in the
southeastern U.S. and Mexico is unknown.


In South Florida, breeding colonies of the wood stork occur in Broward,
Charlotte, Collier, Miami-Dade, Hardee, Indian River, Lee, Monroe, Osceola,
Palm Beach, Polk, St. Lucie, and Sarasota counties. Wood storks have also nested
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Wood stork.
Original photograph by Brian
Toland.







in Martin County, and at one time or another, in every county in South Florida. It
is believed that storks nesting in north Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina move
south during the winter months (December through February). Bancroft et al
(1992) have shown that the number of storks feeding in the three WCA�s of the
central and northern Everglades varied greatly among winters, ranging from a low
of 1,233 birds in a high-water year to 7,874 birds in a low-water year. In most of
the study years, 1985 to 1989, the total number of storks in the WCA�s increased
substantially between December and January, and dropped off sharply after
March. In some years, the inland marshes of the Everglades have supported the
majority (55 percent) of the U.S. population of wood storks (FWS 1997).


Habitat


The wood stork is primarily associated with freshwater and estuarine habitats for
nesting, roosting, and foraging. Wood storks typically construct their nests in
medium to tall trees that occur in stands located either in swamps or on islands
surrounded by relatively broad expanses of open water (Palmer 1962, Rodgers et
al. 1996, Ogden 1991). Historically, wood storks in South Florida established
breeding colonies primarily in large stands of bald cypress (Taxodium distichum)
and red mangrove (Rhizophora mangle). The large, historic Everglades NP
nesting colonies were in estuarine zones. These estuarine zones are also an
important feeding habitat for the nesting birds. In one study of wood stork nesting
throughout Florida, which was conducted prior to the 1960s, more than half of all
wood stork nests were located in large bald cypress stands, 13 percent were
located in red mangrove, eight percent in partially harvested bald cypress stands,
six percent in dead oaks (Quercus spp.), and five percent in small pond cypress (T.
distichum var. nutans) (Palmer 1962). Wood storks have also been observed
constructing their nests in custard (pond) apple (Annona glabra), black gum
(Nyssa biflora), buttonwood (Conocarpus erectus), black mangrove (Avicenna
germinans), strangler fig (Ficus aurea), and southern willow (Salix carolina).
Coastal nest sites occur in red mangroves and, occasionally, Brazilian pepper
(Schinus terebinthifolius), cactus (Opuntia stricta), and Australian pine
(Casuarina equisetifolia).


During the nonbreeding season or while foraging, wood storks occur in a
wide variety of wetland habitats. Typical foraging sites for the wood stork include
freshwater marshes and stock ponds, shallow, seasonally flooded roadside or
agricultural ditches, narrow tidal creeks or shallow tidal pools, managed
impoundments, and depressions in cypress heads and swamp sloughs. Because of
their specialized feeding behavior, wood storks forage most effectively in
shallow-water areas with highly concentrated prey (Ogden et al. 1978, Browder
1984, Coulter 1987). In South Florida, low, dry-season water levels are often
necessary to concentrate fish to densities suitable for effective foraging by wood
storks (Kahl 1964, Kushlan et al. 1975). As a result, wood storks will forage in
many different shallow wetland depressions where fish become concentrated,
either due to local reproduction by fishes, or as a consequence of seasonal drying. 


The loss or degradation of wetlands in central and South Florida is one of the
principal threats to the wood stork. Nearly half of the Everglades has been drained
for agriculture and urban development (Davis and Ogden 1994). The Everglades
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Agricultural Area (EAA) alone eliminated 802,900 ha of the original Everglades,
and the urban areas in Miami-Dade, Broward and Palm Beach counties have
contributed to the loss of spatial extent of wood stork habitat. Everglades NP has
preserved only about one-fifth of the original extent of the Everglades, and areas
of remaining marsh outside of the Everglades NP have been dissected into
impoundments of varying depths.


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers� (COE) Central and Southern Florida
(C&SF) Project encompasses 4,660,000 ha from Orlando to Florida Bay and
includes about 1,600 km each of canals and levees, 150 water control structures,
and 16 major pump stations. This system has disrupted the volume, timing, and
direction of fresh water flowing through the Everglades. The natural sheet flow
pattern under which the Everglades evolved since about 5,000 years ago has not
existed for about 75 years (Leach et al. 1972, Klein et al. 1974). The diversion
of natural sheet flow to canals, the loss of fresh water to seepage and to pumping
to tidal waters, and the extraction of fresh water for irrigation and urban water
supply has led to saltwater intrusion in coastal counties from St. Lucie County on
the east coast to Sarasota County on the west coast.


Although the major drainage works completed the conversion of wetlands to
agriculture in the EAA by about 1963, loss of wetlands continues to the present
at a slower, but significant rate. In the entire State of Florida between the mid-
1970s to the mid-1980s, 105,000 ha of wetlands (including marine and estuarine
offshore habitats) were lost; we do not have an estimate for freshwater wetlands
in central and south Florida (Hefner et al. 1994).


Behavior


Courtship
Mating occurs after a period of highly ritualized courtship displays at the nest site
(Kahl 1972). As a female bird approaches, male birds establish themselves at
potential nest sites and perform ritualized preening behavior. Rival males will
extend their necks, grab their opponents� bills, and clatter their bills loudly a few
times. Females respond by bill gaping and a spread-winged balancing posture.
Females will be turned away initially, but after repeated approaches, will respond
by swaying their heads, preening, or playing with nearby twigs (Kahl 1972).
During copulation, males loudly clatter their bills. Mated pairs greet each other
with exaggerated, mutual up-down head movements and hissing calls.


Reproduction
Wood storks tend to use the same colony sites over many years, as long as the
sites remain undisturbed and sufficient feeding habitat remains in the
surrounding wetlands. Site turnover rates for the colonies in South Carolina are
very low at 0.17 colonies per year. Current year colonies have an 89 percent
likelihood of remaining active in consecutive years. However, many of these
South Carolina colonies are relatively recent.


Traditional wetland nesting sites may be abandoned by storks once local or
regional drainage schemes remove surface water from beneath the colony trees.
Maintaining adequate water levels to protect nests from predation is a critical
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factor affecting production of a colony. The lowered water levels allow nest
access by raccoons and other land-based predators. As a result of such drainages
and predation, many storks have shifted colony sites from natural to managed or
impounded wetlands. The percentage of wood storks that nested in either altered
wetlands (former natural wetlands with impounded water levels) or artificial
wetlands (former upland sites with impounded water) in central and north Florida
colonies increased from about 10 percent in 1960 to between 60 and 82 percent
between 1976 and 1986.


Wood storks are seasonally monogamous, probably forming a new pair bond
every season. Three and 4-year-old birds have been documented to breed, but the
average age of first breeding is unknown. Once wood storks reach sexual
maturity they are assumed to nest every year; there are no data on whether they
breed for the remainder of their life or whether the interval between breeding
attempts changes as they age (FWS 1997).


Wood storks construct their nests in trees that are usually standing in water
or in trees that are on dry land if the land is a small island surrounded by water.
The nest are large rigid structures usually found in the forks of large branches or
limbs. Storks may add guano to the nest to stabilize the twigs. (Rodgers et al.
1988). The nest may be constructed in branches that are only a meter above the
water or in the tops of tall trees. They construct their nests out of sticks, with a
lining of finer material. Their nests are flat platforms, up to 1 m in diameter, and
are maintained by the adult storks throughout the breeding season. Although both
adults maintain the nest, the male wood stork usually brings nest material to the
female after they complete their courtship (Palmer 1962).


The date on which wood storks begin nesting varies geographically. In
Florida, wood storks lay eggs as early as October and as late as June (Rodgers
1990). In general, earlier nesting occurs in the southern portion of the state
(below 27°N). Storks nesting in the Everglades and Big Cypress basins, under
pre-drainage conditions (1930s to 1940s), formed colonies between November
and January (December in most years) regardless of annual rainfall and water
level conditions (Ogden 1994 and 1998). In response to deteriorating habitat
conditions in South Florida, wood storks in these two regions have delayed the
initiation of nesting, approximately two months, to February or March in most
years since the 1970s. This shift in the timing of nesting is believed to be
responsible for the increased frequencies of nest failures and colony
abandonment in these regions over the last 20 years; colonies that start after
January in South Florida risk having young in the nests when May-June rains
flood marshes and disperse fish.


Female wood storks lay a single clutch of eggs per breeding season.
However, they will lay a second clutch if their nests fail early in the breeding
season (M. Coulter 1996). Wood storks lay two to five (usually three) eggs
depending on environmental conditions; presumably larger clutch size in some
years are responses to favorable water levels and food resources. Once an egg has
been laid in a nest, one member of the breeding pair never leaves the nest
unguarded. Both parents are responsible for incubation and foraging (Palmer
1962). Incubation takes approximately 28 days, and begins after the first one or
two eggs are laid; therefore egg-hatching is asynchronous.


Younger, smaller chicks are often the first to die during times of food stress
(FWS 1997). It takes about 9 weeks for the young to fledge; once they fledge, the
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young stay at the nest for an additional 3 to 4 weeks to be fed by their parents.
Parents feed the young nestlings by regurgitating whole fish into the bottom of
the nest; parents feed the young three to 10 or more times per day. Larger
nestlings are fed directly bill to bill. Feedings tend to be more frequent when
young are small. Ogden et al. (1978) reported that only one to two feedings per
day, per nest, have been recorded in South Florida colonies when adults were
forced to fly great distances to locate prey. Kahl (1964) calculated that an average
wood stork family (two adults and two nestlings) requires 201 kg (443 lbs) of fish
during a breeding season, and that a colony of 6,000 nests therefore requires
1,206,000 kg of fish during the breeding season. A similar calculation for a
typical Everglades NP or Corkscrew Swamp colony with 200 nests would
require 40, 200 kg (88,600 lbs) of fish during the breeding season.


The production of wood stork colonies varies considerably between years
and locations, apparently in response to differences in food availability; colonies
that are limited by food resources may fledge an average of 0.5 to 1.0 young per
active nest; colonies that are not limited by food resources may fledge between
2.0 and 3.0 young per active nest (Ogden 1996a).


Foraging
Wood storks use a specialized feeding behavior called tactolocation, or grope
feeding. A foraging wood stork wades through the water with its beak
immersed and partially open (7 to 8 cm). When it touches a prey item, a wood
stork snaps its mandibles shut, raises its head, and swallows what it has caught
(Kahl 1964). Regularly, storks will stir the water with their feet, a behavior
which appears to startle hiding prey (Rand 1956, Kahl 1964, Kushlan 1979).
Tactolocation allows storks to feed at night and use water that is turbid or
densely vegetated. However, the prey must be concentrated in relatively high
densities for wood storks to forage effectively. The natural hydrologic regime
in South Florida involves seasonal flooding of extensive areas of the flat, low-
lying peninsula, followed by drying events which confine water to ponds and
sloughs. Fish populations reach high numbers during the wet season, but
become concentrated into smaller areas as drying occurs. Consumers, such as
the wood stork, are able to exploit high concentrations of fish in drying pools
and sloughs. In the pre-drainage Everglades, the dry season of South Florida
provided wood storks with ideal foraging conditions by concentrating prey
species in gator holes and other drainages in the Everglades basin. In coastal
areas, the tidal cycle strongly influences use of saltwater habitats by wood
storks. The relatively great tidal amplitudes characteristic of coastal marshes in
northeast Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina serve to concentrate prey.
similarly to the seasonal drawdowns found in freshwater systems (FWS 1997).


Storks forage in a wide variety of shallow wetlands, wherever prey reach
high enough densities, and in water that is shallow and open enough for the
birds to be successful in their hunting efforts (Ogden et al. 1978, Browder
1984, Coulter 1987). Good feeding conditions usually occur in relatively calm
water, where depths are between 10 and 25 cm, and where the water column is
uncluttered by dense patches of aquatic vegetation (Coulter and Bryan 1993).
In South Florida, dropping water levels are often necessary to concentrate fish
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to suitable densities (Kahl 1964, Kushlan et al. 1975). In east-central Georgia,
where stork prey is almost twice as large as the prey in Florida, wood storks
feed where prey densities are significantly lower than foraging sites in Florida
(Coulter 1992, Coulter and Bryan 1993, Depkin et al. 1992). Typical foraging
sites throughout the wood stork�s range include freshwater marshes and stock
ponds, shallow, seasonally flooded roadside or agricultural ditches, narrow
tidal creeks or shallow tidal pools, managed impoundments, and depressions in
cypress heads and swamp sloughs. Almost any shallow wetland depression that
concentrates fish, either through local reproduction or the consequences of area
drying, may be used as feeding habitat.


Wood storks feed almost entirely on fish between 2 and 25 cm in length
(Kahl 1964, Ogden et al. 1976, Coulter 1987). In South Florida, Ogden et al.
(1976) found that certain fish species were taken preferentially. Mosquito fish
(Gambusia affinis) were under represented in the diet in proportion to
abundance, whereas, flagfish (Jordanella floridae), sailfin mollies (Poecilia
latipinna), marsh killifish (Fundulus confluentus), yellow bullheads (Ictalurus
natalis), and sunfish (Centrarchidae) were over represented. Wood storks also
occasionally consume crustaceans, amphibians, reptiles, mammals, birds, and
arthropods. Fish densities at stork foraging sites varied from 15.6
individuals/m2 in east-central Georgia to 40 individuals/m2 in South Florida
(Ogden et al.1978, Depkin et al. 1992).


Because wood storks rely on concentrated food sources which are patchily
distributed over large areas, they need to be able to find new feeding grounds
with minimal energy expenditure. Wood storks have soaring abilities that allow
them to reach high altitudes and many kilometers without the energy
expenditure of wing-flapping. A recent study suggested that soaring flight by
storks can be accomplished at one-tenth the energetic cost of flapping flight
(Bryan and Coulter 1995). The long distances they travel, however, shortens
the time available to wood storks for feeding and reduces the number of times
an adult stork can return to its nest to feed young (Kahl 1964). During the
breeding season, feeding areas proximal to wood stork breeding colonies may
play an important role in chick survival and provide enhanced opportunities for
newly fledged birds to learn effective feeding skills.


Movements
During the non-breeding season (the summer to fall rainy season in South
Florida), juvenile wood storks from South Florida colonies have been located
throughout the Florida peninsula, southern Georgia, coastal South Carolina,
central Alabama, and east-central Mississippi (Ogden 1996a). Additionally,
marked individuals from a colony in east-central Georgia were found in the
central Everglades during the winter. This information suggests that the
southeastern population of wood storks is a single population that responds to
changing environmental conditions through temporal relocation. Rodgers�
(1996) data analysis of genetic variation in wood stork populations in South
Florida, central Florida, north Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina support this
evaluation.
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Relationship to Other Species


Although the majority of nesting by the southeastern wood stork population no
longer occurs in South Florida, the wetlands of the Everglades remain as
important feeding areas for large numbers of storks during the dry season
(winter-spring) (Bancroft et al. 1992). Wood storks may nest with many other
wading bird species including white ibis (Eudocimus albus), tricolored herons
(Hydranassa tricolor), snowy egrets (Egretta thula), great egrets (Casmerodius
albus), great blue herons (Ardea herodias), little blue herons (Egretta caerulea),
and cattle egrets (Bubulcus ibis).


Suitable foraging habitat for the wood stork occurs in a specific band of the
hydrologic and vegetative gradient of South Florida�s landscape (see preceding
discussions on foraging habitat and foraging behavior). Wood storks share that
landscape with other species that occupy different (adjacent) positions along the
same hydrologic and vegetative gradients. The endangered snail kite
(Rostrhamus sociabilis plumbeus) is a nomadic species which moves throughout
the South Florida landscape in response to changing habitat conditions. Optimal
foraging conditions for the snail kite include areas of variable water depth that
support apple snails. Conditions that provide good foraging habitat for the snail
kite are too deep to provide optimal foraging conditions for the wood stork. The
Cape Sable seaside sparrow (Ammodramus maritimus mirabilis) is another
endangered species that utilizes the South Florida landscape and whose breeding
success is dependent on hydrologic conditions that differ from those of the wood
stork and the snail kite. The Cape Sable seaside sparrow requires short-
hydroperiod dry marl prairie communities that are dominated by muhly grass
(Muhlenbergia filipes) for their nesting cycle.


Historically, the large spatial extent and diverse environmental conditions of
the South Florida landscape provided the different habitat requirements of these
species (Davis and Ogden 1994). In the past century, draining and clearing
activities dramatically reduced the spatial extent of the South Florida Everglades.
At the same time, humans began to control the timing, distribution, and volumes
of water in the South Florida landscape. These practices have resulted in a
reduced diversity of environmental conditions and a resultant loss of
heterogeneity in the South Florida landscape. The combination of reduced spatial
extent and reduced landscape diversity now causes the environmental needs of
these species to �conflict� in the current, less-diverse, managed landscape.


Status and Trends


The wood stork appears to be experiencing human population pressure
throughout its entire New World range. Although specific information on the
status and trends of breeding colonies is not available throughout its range,
information that has been collected on specific colonies suggests that breeding
and foraging habitats of the wood stork are declining in area and quality.
Mexico listed its breeding population of the wood stork as endangered in 1991
because of dramatic population declines. The size of the most important
breeding colonies for the wood stork in Mexico, which are located in the
Usumacinta and Grijalva River Deltas in the states of Tabasco and Campeche, had
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declined from 10,000 to 15,000 pairs in 1979 (Luthin 1987) to 3,000 to 3,500 pairs
by 1990. Ogden et al. (1988) report 6,000-8,000 pairs as the range from 1971 to
1979. The wood stork is considered an endangered species in Belize where all
colonies that were identified in the 1970s had disappeared by the late 1980s
(Luthin 1987). Only one stable breeding colony is known to exist in Costa Rica;
elsewhere in Central America, its status is unknown. Wood storks in South
America face similar threats; in Cienaga de Zapatosa (Colombia), wood storks are
threatened by pollution in the Rio Magdalena; in the Santa Rosa wetlands of
Machalilla NP (Ecuador), wood storks may be affected by the construction of an
oil terminal. The enormous wood stork rookeries in the Pantanal (primarily in
Brazil), which is the world�s largest wetland, are threatened by expanding
agriculture, water pollution, and a massive project to drain, dike, and channelize
this massive wetland ecosystem (Alho et al. 1988).


The U.S. population of the wood stork was listed as endangered in 1984
because it had declined by more than 75 percent since the 1930s (49 FR 7335). At
the time, the FWS believed that the U.S. breeding population would be extirpated
by the turn of the century if it continued to decline at the same rate. The original


listing recognized the relationship between the
declining wood stork population, the loss of
suitable foraging habitat, and colony nesting
failures, particularly in the breeding colonies in
South Florida where human actions have reduced
wetland areas by about 35 percent (Ogden and
Nesbitt 1979).


We are uncertain about the size of the U.S.
breeding population of wood storks before the
statewide surveys of the late 1950s. Published
and unpublished estimates of the size of the U.S.
breeding population of wood storks prior to the
statewide surveys are contradictory. For example,
Allen (in Palmer 1962) wrote that the number of
breeding wood storks in Florida exceeded
150,000 individuals during the 1930s. However,


Ogden et al. (1978) believed this number was an overestimate resulting from an
inflated estimate of the Lane River colony. Ogden (1978, 1996a) concluded that
the wood stork population in the 1930s was probably less than 100,000
individuals, or between 15,000 and 25,000 pairs. More recent survey data
provided by FWS (1997) in the wood stork recovery plan give a U.S. breeding
population of 4,073 nests in 1991, 4,084 nests in 1992, 6,729 nests in 1993, 5,768
nests in 1994, and 7,853 nests in 1995 (Table 1). These data suggest that the
breeding population of wood storks is increasing although the number of nests per
year varies considerably. The next regionwide census of the wood stork
population is scheduled for completion in 1999.


Since the 1960s, the wood stork population has shown a substantial decline in
southern Florida and a substantial increase in northern Florida, Georgia, and South
Carolina (Ogden et al. 1987). The number of pairs nesting in the traditional colony
sites located in the Everglades and Big Cypress regions of southern Florida
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declined from 8,500 pairs in 1961 to fewer than 500
pairs from 1987 through 1995. During the same
years, the number nesting in Georgia increased from
4 pairs in 1965 to 1,501 pairs in 1995, and the number
nesting in South Carolina increased from 11 pairs in
1981 to 829 pairs in 1995.


Between 1957 and 1960, the Florida and
National Audubon Societies conducted a series of
statewide aerial wood stork surveys of all known or
suspected stork nesting colonies. In 1974, Florida
statewide aerial surveys were initiated and repeated,
annually, until 1986 (Ogden and Nesbitt 1979,
Ogden and Patty 1981). In 1959, 14 breeding
colonies in Florida supported an estimated 7,657
pairs of wood storks ; in 1960, 15 breeding colonies
supported 10,060 breeding pairs; in 1975, 15
breeding colonies supported 5,382 breeding pairs;
and in 1976, 17 breeding colonies supported 5,110
breeding pairs. More recent data provided in the
wood stork recovery plan (FWS 1997) give a Florida
breeding population of 2,327 pairs in 1991, 4,823
pairs in 1993, 3,588 pairs in 1994, and 5,523
breeding pairs in 1995. Twenty-one breeding
colonies were present in 1991, 28 breeding colonies
were present in 1993, 26 in 1994, and 30 in 1995.
Data collections in 1992 did not include north and
central Florida populations and are not included for
comparisons.


The South Florida Ecosystem�s contribution to
the Florida population of wood storks is presented in
Table 1. On the average the South Florida
subpopulation represents 53 percent of the Florida
population and 34 percent of the southeastern U.S.
population. These data show a nesting population of
1,339 nests in 1991, 2,546 nests in 1993, 2,015
nests in 1994, and 2,639 nests in 1995.


The historical data and the recovery goals in the
wood stork recovery plan reference the South Florida
population as the Big Cypress Basin system and the
Everglades Basin system. These two basins account
for, on the average, between 30 to 37 percent of the
South Florida Ecosystem sub-population. Table 2


provides a breakdown of the wood stork colonies listed in the recovery plan by
general basin boundaries. Based on this general categorization of the colonies,
four South Florida Ecosystem colony groupings are identified. These are the
Central Florida East Coast colonies, the Everglades and Big Cypress (ECB) basin
colonies, the Central Florida West Coast colonies, and the Central Florida
colonies.
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Historical data on colony locations identify the Everglades basin colonies
and the Corkscrew colonies as the primary nesting locations for wood storks in
South Florida (Ogden and Nesbitt 1979). In the late 1950s and early 1960s, wood
storks nesting in the Everglades basin accounted for 12 percent [1,000 out of
8,609 nests (two-year average)] of the Florida population. The 1991 to 1995
survey data reveal that the Everglades basin colonies represents on the average,
3 percent [129 out of 4,065 nests (four-year average)] of the Florida population.
In the late 1950s and early 1960s data, the Corkscrew colonies accounted for 51
percent [4,350 out of 8,609 nests (two-year average)]. The survey data also show
that the Corkscrew colonies represent on the average, 12 percent [510 out of
4,065 nests (four-year average)] of the Florida population. More recent data
provided by Ogden (1998) on three-year averages on nesting pairs of wood
storks in the Everglades Basin (Loxahatchee NWR, WCAs 2 and 3, and
mainland Everglades NP) show 343 pairs for the 1994 to 1996 average, 283 pairs
for the 1995 to 1997 average, and 228 pairs for the 1996 to 1998 average. These
averages are higher than the three-year average for the base years, 1986 to 1995.
The base year averages were a low of 130 pairs and a high of 294 pairs. In the
1998 nesting year, only 25 pairs of wood storks were recorded nesting in ENP.


Rodgers et al. (1995) pointed out shortcomings in the aerial surveys used to
generate population estimates for storks in Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina.
Rodger�s study compared ground surveys of wood stork colonies with aerial
surveys of the same colonies. The variability of the aerial estimates was very
large. For example, an approximately 95 percent confidence interval for the 1993
Florida statewide nesting population was 3,807 to 12,653 nests. The aerial count
was 4,262 nests. The greatest variability occurred in large colonies with a high
proportion of other white-plumage nesting birds. The FWS acknowledges the
limitations involved in relying on aerial surveys for developing population
estimates. However, over the long-term, aerial surveys are the most cost-effective
method for estimating population trends. Ground surveys, while providing
greater individual colony accuracy, are more time consuming and expensive on
a regionwide basis. Rodgers recommended the incorporation of ground counts at
selected colonies, training observers in presurvey flights, and replicating counts
for each colony as actions to minimize variability in aerial surveys.


Historically, wood storks were recorded nesting in all coastal states between
Texas and South Carolina (Ogden et al. 1987, FWS 1997); however, the largest
colonies were located in South Florida. Since the 1960s, the decline in the U.S.
population size of wood storks has been accompanied by a change in the size and
distribution of their breeding colonies. Since the 1970s, the number of wood
storks breeding in South Florida has substantially decreased. In north Florida,
Georgia, and South Carolina the number of breeding wood storks has
significantly increased (Ogden et al. 1987). From 1958 to 1960, 80 to 88 percent
of wood stork nesting pairs were located at six sites in South Florida. Surveys
from 1976 showed a decline to 68 percent, with a further decline to 13 percent in
1986. Since the late 1970s, a majority of wood storks have nested in central and
north Florida, and an increasing number have nested in coastal colonies in
Georgia and South Carolina. Between 1965 and 1995, the number of wood storks
nesting in Georgia increased from four pairs to 1,501 pairs; between 1981 and
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1995, the number of wood storks nesting in South Carolina increased from 11
pairs to 829 pairs. Since the 1970s, associated with this shift to the north, the U.S.
southeast wood stork population appears to be gradually increasing, from a low
of 3,000 to 4,000 pairs in the late 1970s, to over 7,800 pairs in the mid-1990s.


From 1991 through 1995, the FWS coordinated a systematic multi-state
survey of wood stork nesting colonies. The results of these surveys suggest that,
on average, from 1991 to 1995, approximately 35 percent of the total nesting
effort in the southeast U.S. occurred in South Florida (Table 1). Historically,
South Florida supported greater than 70 percent of the total nesting effort in the
southeast U.S.; if these data are indicative of the ability of degraded South
Florida ecosystems to support wood stork nesting, then South Florida ecosystems
are functioning at approximately 50 percent of their previous capabilities.


Both 1992 and 1995 were years with high nesting effort. In 1995, nesting
effort in South Florida improved from the previous two years, most likely in
response to improved foraging conditions as a result of a rapid dry-down
following the high-water years. In Everglades NP, Big Cypress National
Preserve, Corkscrew National Sanctuary, and Florida Panther NWR, there were
a total of approximately 996 nesting pairs. The North Port Charlotte nesting
colony, which is north of the Corkscrew National Sanctuary had a breeding
population of 500 nest pairs.


Since the 1970s, wood storks have also shifted their nest sites to areas that
are artificial impoundments or where islands have been created by dredging
activities (Ogden 1991). The percentage of nests in artificial habitats in central
and north Florida has increased from approximately 10 percent of all nesting
pairs in 1959 to 1960 to 60 to 82 percent between 1976 and 1986 (Ogden 1991).
Nests in these artificially impounded sites often support exotic species such as
Brazilian pepper (Schinus terebinthifolius) or Australian Pine (Casuarina spp.).
Ogden (1996a) has suggested that the use of these artificial wetlands indicates
that wood storks are not finding suitable conditions within natural nesting habitat
or that they are finding better conditions at the artificial wetlands.


The 1960s and 1970s were a period of transition for wood storks breeding in
South Florida. The most significant change was a delay in the timing of colony
formation, from November and December in most years prior to the 1970s, to a
pattern of colony formation between January and March. During the late 1970s,
delayed colony formation by wood storks became the norm (Ogden 1994).
Historically, wood storks formed colonies in November and December and
concentrated the majority of their feeding efforts within the estuaries at the time
of traditional colony formation (J. Ogden, SFWMD, personal communication
1996b).


The November/December feeding efforts appear to historically correspond
to the annual mullet runs that occur on both of Florida�s coastal systems. Before
spawning, which usually peaks from November through January, large schools
and concentrations of mullet form in the estuarine habitat (J. Cato, et al. 1976).
During low tide, these large schools of mullet, which are concentrated in the
shallow estuarine bays and mud flats, provide a concentrated food source for the
wood stork during the early nesting cycle.


By the time the young of the year were ready to fledge and begin foraging
independently, the dry season in South Florida was well underway and fish were
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being concentrated in the interior freshwater sloughs, making feeding easy.
Presently, wood storks in South Florida appear to be initiating nesting in response
to the drying of the interior marshes in February to April; by the time the young
fledge and begin foraging on their own, the wet season is underway, water levels
in the interior marshes are rising, and many young starve. Such a change suggests
that the estuarine habitats no longer provide suitable foraging conditions during
the early dry season months, November to January.


The reproductive success of storks requires habitats that provide high
concentrations of certain size-classes of fish, over a 125 to 150 day breeding
cycle. Because seasonal and annual rainfall patterns are so variable in South
Florida, the quantity of these foraging habitats also varies among years (J.
Ogden, SFWMD, personal communication 1998). As a result, wood storks
probably have always had highly variable reproductive success throughout their
history, a phenomenon that is mitigated by the relatively long life spans of adult
storks. Nevertheless, most authors agree that the decline of the U.S. wood stork
population far exceeds the range of historic variability in total population size,
and is correlated with water management activities in South Florida (Palmer
1962, Frederick 1993, Ogden 1996). During wet years, current water
management practices prevent the formation of shallow pools that concentrate
the fish on which wood stork forage. During dry years, current water
management practices overdrain the freshwater sloughs, reduce freshwater flows
into the mainland estuaries and reduce their ability to produce the fish on which
wood storks forage.


As a result of these water management practices, wood storks in South
Florida have experienced increased frequencies of nest failure. For example, in
1962, 1978, and 1983, wood storks in Everglades NP did not initiate nesting. In
1990, all nestlings in the Cuthbert Lake colony starved. In 1995, none of 250
nestlings survived in the Paurotis Pond colony. In the 1998 nesting year, only 25
pairs of wood storks were recorded nesting in ENP.


The threat of mercury contamination in the Everglades food web and its
impact on the success of wood storks in South Florida is not clearly understood.
Researchers have suggested that declines in wading bird populations may be
partially a result of mercury toxicity (Frederick and Spalding 1994, Sundlof et al.
1994). In 1991, mercury contamination was documented in a wood stork carcass
found in the Big Cypress basin (Facemire and Chlebowski 1991). The average
mercury contents in the liver and feathers of the wood stork were 10.1 and 9.93
mg mercury per kg weight, respectively. The report concluded that, although the
documented levels were generally less than those noted in the literature for fish-
eating birds from mercury-contaminated freshwater systems, they were, most
likely, sufficient to cause an adverse effect to the population. More recently,
Beyer et al. (1997) found mercury concentrations in the livers of four wood
storks collected in South Florida that were higher than the concentrations
reported in seven other species of wading birds from South Florida. Frederick
and Spalding (1994) reviewed the current knowledge on mercury contamination
in wading birds, and concluded:


In light of work that has been done in other species, it is not
unreasonable to assume that high concentrations of mercury found
recently in Everglades wading birds could result in the sublethal
effects of reduced foraging and courtship ability. Each of these
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symptoms could result in reduced breeding effort and success and
could be a powerful factor in explaining the reduced reproduction
observed in the Everglades. The current state of knowledge on the
effects of specific concentrations of mercury on wading bird
behavior and survival is nonexistent.


Clearly much more specific research needs to be conducted on the levels
of mercury in wood storks in the Everglades and the effects of these levels on
the population. Potential impacts from contaminants need to be reconsidered in
light of recent findings concerning the amount of mercury present in the
Everglades ecosystem and the discovery of severe impacts of DDT/DDE-based
estrogen-mimicking compounds on wildlife in a large Florida wetland
(Guillette et al. 1994). The Science Sub-Group of the Interagency Task Force
on the South Florida Ecosystem has acknowledged this in the section of their
report dealing with threatened and endangered species. For the wood stork, the
report calls for �a detailed study of the effects of mercury, other toxins, and
parasites on the survivorship and reproductive success of wood storks�
(Science Sub-Group, 1996).


Prognosis of the U.S. wood stork population between 1996 and 2020 is
partially dependent on the success of the overall South Florida Ecosystem
restoration effort. The freshwater flows need to be restored to more closely
mimic the pre-drainage system; it is believed that by restoring the quantity,
quality, timing, and distribution of flows in the remaining Everglades wetlands
that the prey base so critical to wood storks during the breeding season will be
recovered in both the estuarine and freshwater systems. Although we have lost
approximately 35 percent of the original foraging grounds and the quality of
much of the remaining wetlands has become degraded as foraging habitats, if
our efforts to restore the South Florida Ecosystem are successful, we will re-
create a system with heterogeneity and inherent variability, which should
provide the prey base necessary to restore the wood stork in South Florida.


Management


South Florida has been severely degraded by the C&SF Project, which
encompasses 4,660,000 ha from Orlando to Florida Bay and includes about
1,600 km each of canals and levees, 150 water control structures, and 16 major
pump stations. This system has disrupted the natural volume, timing, quality
and distribution of surface and ground water throughout South Florida. In
recognition of the detrimental effects that this flood control system has had on
the ecosystems in South Florida, numerous hydrologic projects, whose
purposes are to aid in the restoration of South Florida�s ecosystems, while
maintaining flood control, are in varying stages of planning and
implementation.


The 1992 Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) authorized the
Kissimmee River and the Kissimmee River Headwaters Revitalization Project.
In 1994, a Project Cooperative Agreement between the COE and the local
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sponsor, the SFWMD, combined the two authorized projects into one project,
the Kissimmee River, Florida Project. The purpose of the project is to provide
the flows necessary to restore the Kissimmee River ecosystem. We have the
ability to increase the spatial extent and quality of foraging habitat available to
wood storks by returning the natural functions to the Kissimmee River basin.


The C-111 and Modified Water Deliveries Projects were congressionally
authorized in 1994 and 1990, respectively. The purpose of these two projects is
to begin the process of restoring freshwater flows into Everglades NP. This will
be accomplished by modifying the structures, canals and levees that deliver
water to Everglades NP, and by changing the operational schedules. The future
breeding success of the wood stork in Everglades NP is closely tied to the
success or failure of these two projects. While other aspects of the overall
Everglades restoration will be necessary to re-establish pre-drainage-like
flows, these two projects will set the precedent for the restoration of South
Florida, including the restoration of the prey base available to breeding wood
storks in the southern Everglades.


The Experimental Program of Water Deliveries to Everglades NP was
authorized in 1983; its purpose is to provide a vehicle to field-test water
delivery methods into ENP. Each iterative test builds on the results of the
previous tests and is aimed at furthering the goal of restoring, to the extent
practicable, the ecological integrity of the native fauna and flora within
Everglades NP, including Florida Bay. As operational flexibility increases with
the completion of the Modified Water Deliveries, C-111, and other restoration
projects, the ability to implement an operational plan that optimizes ecological
restoration will substantially increase, and with it, our ability to recover the
wood stork in South Florida.


Water supply and water delivery programs are also addressing habitat
degradation of wood stork nesting and foraging areas in the Big Cypress basin
and in the Corkscew Regional Ecosystem Watershed. The hydrologic
restoration of Southern Golden Gate Estates, a 113 square miles rehydration
project being jointly designed by the SFWMD and the Corps of Engineers, will
provide surface storage and aquifer recharge and water quality enhancement in
the Big Cypress Basin.


WRDA further authorized a comprehensive review of the Central and
Southern Florida Project. The purpose of the review is to develop a
comprehensive plan to restore, preserve, and protect the South Florida
ecosystem. This is to be accomplished through the restoration of more natural
flows to the southwest coastal areas, including the Big Cypress basin, and
through the Everglades NP to Florida Bay. The WRDA of 1996 accelerated this
process and calls for a plan to be sent to Congress for authorization by
September 30, 1999. This project, in combination with previously authorized
projects, should result in the enhancement of nesting and foraging habitat that
is necessary for the recovery of the wood stork subpopulations in South
Florida.


In addition to hydrologic restoration projects, the State of Florida
administers land acquisition programs that may enhance opportunities to
restore wood storks in South Florida. The Save Our Rivers program identifies
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lands of environmental significance and prioritizes their acquisition. Of these
lands identified, the Model Lands and Pennsuco wetlands in Miami-Dade
County, the Golden Gate Estate wetlands in Collier County, and CREW
wetlands in Lee and Collier counties are of significance to the wood stork for
foraging. Public acquisition of these lands will increase our ability to manage
them in an ecologically-sensitive fashion. The Conservation and Recreation
Lands Acquisition program is an additional program that may provide some
opportunities for wood stork recovery in South Florida, and should be
acknowledged and incorporated into long-term planning efforts. Nesting
habitat should be protected from disturbance and human alteration through
purchase into the public lands system, easements, partnerships and private
landowner/government assistance and agreements. Watersheds supporting
natural nesting habitat should remain unaltered, or be restored to function as a
natural system if previously altered.


Lands can be purchased by Federal agencies through section 104 of the
Everglades NP Protection and Expansion Act of 1989 (P.L. 101-229) and
section 390 of the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996
(P.L. 104-127).


The Everglades NP Protection and Expansion Act of 1989 authorized the
purchase of lands to be added to the park that encompass approximately 44,379
ha within northeast Shark River Slough (NESS) and the East Everglades. The
purchase of these lands and the hydrological improvements to these lands are
critical to restoring ecosystem productivity in the southern Everglades and
maintaining adequate freshwater inflow to the downstream estuaries along the
Gulf of Mexico and Florida Bay. The purchase of these lands is necessary to
limit further habitat destruction outside former boundaries and to restore
natural water flow patterns that are critical to the long-term viability of the
park.


Section 390 of the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of
1996, referred to as Farm Bill 390, provides two distinct funding programs for
land acquisition to support restoration of the Everglades. The first program
provided $200,000,000 to the Secretary of the Interior to conduct restoration
activities in the Everglades Ecosystem in South Florida, including acquisition
of real property and interests in real property and resource protection and
resource maintenance activities. An additional $100,000,000 is available under
the Farm Bill 390 authorization from the sale of Federal surplus lands to
purchase lands necessary for the Everglades restoration efforts.


The Corkscrew colony in Collier County continues to occasionally
produce large numbers of young in South Florida (Table 2). The acquisition or
preservation of this colony�s habitat and recovery of more natural
hydropatterns within the foraging grounds surrounding this colony, are critical
to the recovery of wood storks in South Florida. Wood storks nesting at
Corkscrew now show a similar pattern of delayed nesting in many years.
Private lands initiatives, conservation easements, and mitigation banking
should all be considered as viable opportunities for managing these lands.


Ogden (1990) developed a set of management guidelines for the FWS on
wood stork nesting, feeding, and roosting habitats. The guidelines recommend
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buffer zones that may be necessary to reduce human disturbance of storks in
feeding and roosting habitats. These efforts have substantially contributed to the
protection of stork habitat, particularly where new developments have been
proposed in areas used by storks. The buffer zones recommended in the
management guidelines are larger than those recommended by Rodgers and
Smith (1995) in their analysis. At the time the guidelines were developed, little
empirical data were available on the response of wood storks to human
activities. Rodgers and Smith analyzed only three types of human activities:
walking, canoeing, and a small motorboat with two persons. They did not
evaluate responses to other activities such as construction or aircraft. The
current guidelines recommend buffer zones to protect colonies from many kinds
of activities including human disturbance. Rodgers and Smith, (1997) study of
human disturbance to foraging and loafing waterbirds recommends a buffer of
about 100 meters.


An understanding of the relationships between storks and water conditions
in the Everglades has provided a basis for restoration planning for the region.
Wood storks have been recommended by the Science Sub-Group of the South
Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force as a species to be used for
measuring the success of the overall South Florida Ecosystem restoration.
Everglades NP and SFWMD staff have used a 64-year record of stork nesting
in the Everglades basin (1932-1995) for this purpose. The C-111 Project,
Modified Water Deliveries Project, the Experimental Program of Water
Deliveries to Everglades NP, and the regional water management plans being
developed for the EAA, the Big Cypress basin and the CREW should
eventually result in much improved habitat conditions for storks in South
Florida. It is currently assumed, as a part of the restoration planning, that the
recovery of increased volumes of freshwater flows through the Everglades
marshes and into the estuaries of Florida Bay will increase primary and
secondary production in these regions.


Regional surveys of nesting colonies conducted from 1957 through 1961,
and again in the mid-1970s, have been essential for locating important habitats,
and for understanding the threats to the southeastern population of storks. These
surveys were the first to measure the status of the regional population of storks,
and have been used to measure responses by nesting storks to water management
practices in the Everglades region. Over the 5 years from 1991 to 1995, the FWS
coordinated a systematic multi-state survey of stork nesting colonies (L. Finger,
FWS, personal communication 1996). The census continued through the 1995
nesting season. After a 5-year hiatus where financial efforts were directed
towards research, a new series of censuses began again in the year 1999.


Stangel et al. (1990) employed starch gel electrophoretic techniques to
examine genetic variation in Florida wood stork colonies. This study did not
indicate significant allozyme differences within or between colonies. In 1994,
a genetics study incorporating DNA microsatellites of breeding storks in
Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina was initiated to further investigate the
geographic and genetic origins of wood stork colonies in the three states. By
assessing the degree of genetic interrelatedness among wood stork colonies,
vital information may be obtained concerning population movements, allowing
us to determine whether the increase in numbers of storks breeding in the
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northern portion of their range is the result of high productivity in those
colonies, increased immigration from Florida colonies, or both. However, the
increase in the size and number of �northern� colonies almost certainly
occurred too rapidly to be explained by local recruitment.


An effort should be made to place transmitters on juvenile wood storks in
South Florida. This will help us to identify critical foraging grounds and gain
insight into post-fledging survivorship.


A Wetlands-Wood Stork Summit was held on October 13-14, 1994 in
Georgia. The Georgia Conservancy and Zoo Atlanta convened this summit to
initiate a coordinated regionwide effort in wetlands education focusing on the
wood stork. The initiative would be comprised of both an education and a
research component. A grant proposal was submitted in early 1995 requesting
support for this effort.


The informal Wood Stork Management Group, formed 3 years ago by the
Georgia Conservancy and more recently hosted by the FWS, should continue
to meet annually as a means for reviewing trends and assessing the influences
of Everglades restoration projects relative to patterns by total stork populations
in the Southeast.
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Species-level Recovery Actions


S1. Determine the distribution and status of wood storks in South Florida. All evidence
suggests that the wood stork population in the southeast U.S. is a single population, with
individuals moving throughout the landscape in response to habitat conditions; the recovery
of wood storks depends on the success of the birds throughout their range. Historically, South
Florida supported greater than 70 percent of the nesting wood storks in the Southeast. Recent
nesting populations in South Florida average around 10 to 13 percent with the major nesting
occurring at the Corkscrew colony. More recent data provided by Ogden (1997) also present
evidence that South Florida provides winter foraging grounds for many of the recently
developed northern breeding colonies in north Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina. The
restoration and enhancement of the South Florida foraging habitat is important to the overall


Recovery for the
Wood Stork
Mycteria americana


Recovery Objective: R ECLASSIFY to threatened, then delist.


South Florida Contribution: The former Science Subgroup (now Science Coordination Team)
of the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force and Working Group prepared a set of
recommendations for success measures for the South Florida Ecosystem restoration program.
Included in these recommendations are targets for the recovery of nesting wading birds in the
Everglades basin (WCAs and ENP). The Science Subgroup�s measure of success for the wood
stork is a breeding population between 1,500 to 2,500 pairs. The goal for wood stork recovery in
South Florida is to support 2,500 nesting pairs in the Everglades and Big Cypress Basin systems
and to support, as a South Florida Ecosystem component, 35 percent (3,500 nesting pairs) of the
southeast United States recovery and delisting nesting population of 10,000 pairs.


Recovery Criteria


South Florida will contribute to the recovery of the total population, if the wood stork foraging and nesting
habitat in the Everglades watershed is restored and/or enhanced as a result of the modified water storage and
delivery programs being developed by the SFWMD and the COE. The recovery criteria as identified in the
wood stork recovery plan, for the Everglades and Big Cypress Basin is a population of 2,500 nesting pairs.
The recovery criteria for the South Florida Ecosystem populations, which also includes nesting colonies in
coastal counties in central Florida and nesting colonies in the Kissimmee Basin, is 35 percent (3,500 nesting
pairs) of the total recovery population of 10,000 pairs. 
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recovery of the wood stork population and the reversal of the decreasing nesting trends in
South Florida. Distribution must be monitored into the future to determine wood stork
response to Everglades restoration activities.


S1.1. Conduct wood stork annual nesting surveys within the Everglades and Big
Cypress Basins and the east and west coast populations. The health and
productivity of colonies must be known to evaluate the status and recovery of the
wood stork. Long-term wading bird nesting data in South Florida suggest that the
number of pairs of birds initiating nesting in a given year is a better indicator of
ecosystem health than is nesting success. The number of pairs of wood storks
attempting to breed in South Florida should be monitored annually to determine
wood stork response to ecosystem conditions in South Florida. Conducting annual
nesting surveys within these basins will provide information on annual nesting
patterns for wood storks in South Florida and will allow us to best respond with the
appropriate management strategies for the species. Much could be learned about
wood stork ecology in the Everglades by detailed review of the multi-year
systematic reconnaissance flight data. Detailed evaluation of these data is necessary.


S1.2. Locate foraging and roosting habitat. Wood storks take several years to mature to
breeding age. The survival of birds during these years is critical. Research that gains
a better understanding of where non-breeding birds go in Florida needs to be
conducted. Research on what habitats are critical to their survival and what factors
may be limiting their survival is also necessary. Identifying important foraging and
roosting habitat is critical to the recovery of the wood stork. Recent studies along the
Georgia and South Carolina coast have provided valuable information on roosting
and foraging behavior (Bryan and Coulter 1995); additional work of this sort is
needed in South Florida.


S1.3. Develop standardized census procedures for wood storks nesting in South
Florida. Systematic nesting survey protocol should be developed for both the
Everglades and Big Cypress basins. This protocol will allow for comparison
between years and between basins.


S2. Protect and enhance wood storks in the South Florida Ecosystem through provisions of
section 7 of the ESA. The majority of management activities to protect and enhance wood
storks in the South Florida ecoregion must occur at an ecosystem level (see habitat-level
recovery actions), not a species-specific level; wood storks respond to changing environmental
conditions by integrating habitat conditions over a large geographic area and therefore will be
more affected by large-scale management practices. However, the review of Federal water
management practices through section 7 consultations is one vehicle whose implementation will
be imperative to the survival and recovery of the wood stork. Much of the landscape utilized by
wood storks in South Florida is subject to Federal and State water management practices; water
management of the COE�s C&SF project is critical to the survival and recovery of the wood
stork. The FWS needs to provide conservation recommendations to enhance habitat conditions
for the wood stork throughout the C&SF project. Specific guidance should include operational
schedules (water regulation) for Lake Okeechobee, the WCAs, Everglades NP, and Big Cypress
National Preserve. The Kissimmee River basin also supports important colonies of wood storks.
The water management goals of the Kissimmee River basin may affect foraging and nesting
success in these colonies. Proposed land management actions on these restoration lands need to
be examined in relation to wood stork habitat requirements.







S3. Conduct research on the biology and life history of wood storks. Recovery efforts for
wood storks will be more effective with a complete understanding of population biology,
movement patterns, foraging ecology and behavior, the importance of roost sites, and the
possible impacts of contaminants on South Florida wood storks. To date, information on
nesting patterns and the number of wood storks initiating nesting in South Florida has been
collected for some regions in some years. Additional information is needed on wood stork
demographics and movement patterns between the colonies and foraging and roosting sites.


S3.1. Determine the productivity of wood storks nesting in South Florida. To estimate
the productivity of wood storks, the number of fledged young per nest and the
number of fledged young per successful nest must be determined for the major
nesting colonies in South Florida during the same breeding cycle.


S3.2. Determine survivorship of wood storks in South Florida. This parameter is one
of the least understood, and research on this topic may provide more new insights
into population dynamics than any other effort. We need to determine survivorship
of fledged young to adulthood to better gauge what amount of productivity is
required to maintain or increase wood storks nesting in South Florida. This might be
accomplished through a massive multi-year leg banding (or wing tagging) effort in
multiple colonies, radio-instrumenting a certain number of birds (with mortality
sensors) or possibly by surveys during the non-breeding season to determine the
adult:sub-adult ratio.


S3.3. Determine the age structure of the wood stork population in the southeast U.S.
This information will be necessary to determine whether the population is
sustainable and can be delisted.


S3.4. Determine the movement patterns of South Florida wood stork fledglings and
post-breeding South Florida adult wood storks. Movement patterns will provide
information on behavior, habitat utilization, and potential critical foraging areas. The
survival of fledgling wood storks is dependent on their ability to find suitable
foraging areas when they first begin to forage independently. If fledglings must
travel great distances to forage, their survival may be hampered. Additionally,
understanding the movement patterns of adult wood storks after they complete
breeding will answer questions such as: 1) Do adult wood storks �help� fledglings
to find suitable foraging sites, and 2) Are there foraging sites within a �critical�
distance from breeding colonies in South Florida, or do adult storks, upon
completion of breeding, move out of South Florida?


S3.5. Determine foraging ecology and behavior of wood storks. The number of wood
storks nesting in South Florida has greatly declined. Information on foraging by
wood storks in South Florida needs to be completed to determine the inter-
dependence of successful nesting by wood storks in South Florida and the
availability of suitable foraging sites. Information from the systematic
reconnaissance flights should provide information on foraging distribution for
multiple years and should help to answer some questions on the foraging ecology of
the wood stork, but additional work must be completed to understand the
characteristics of the forage base that are necessary to provide functional wood stork
foraging habitat in South Florida.
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S3.5.1. Re-evaluate wood stork foraging studies in Everglades NP. Studies on
the forage base available and utilized by storks in Everglades NP were
done in the 1970s. A comparative study should be completed to determine
if changes have occurred in the prey base available to wood storks. This
issue should again be addressed since this ecosystem is vital to recovery
goals, is important as a wintering area for all storks, and has recently been
documented to have problems with mercury contamination (Sundlof et al.
1994).


S3.5.2. Conduct studies on the prey base available in areas identified as
critical foraging sites during the breeding season. We need to collect
information on the prey base available to wood storks at foraging areas
receiving high use during the breeding season. This information should
be compared to identical information collected at sites not utilized by
wood storks during the same time period.


S3.5.3. Determine foraging requirements of wood storks during the non-
breeding season. Research concerning the foraging ecology of this
species should also examine foraging requirements during the wintering
or non-breeding period. In some years, the inland marshes of the
Everglades have supported the majority of the U.S. population of wood
storks. During the non-breeding seasons in 1985 to 1989, up to 55 percent
of the entire U.S. population may have relied on the WCAs (which
comprise only a portion of the Everglades system) to meet their foraging
requirements (Bancroft et al. 1992). Understanding the processes that
determine whether storks in the non-breeding season are concentrated on
a small area of habitat or dispersed throughout their entire winter range
will provide management flexibility and decrease the likelihood of
negative impacts to a large proportion of the population during a single
season.


S3.5.4. Continue studies on wood stork nocturnal foraging activities.
Preliminary studies by Bryan (1995) indicate that storks in South Carolina
and Georgia are active nighttime feeders. The prevalence of nocturnal
foraging activities by this species needs to be studied both seasonally and
geographically in South Florida. Nocturnal feeding may be more important
for wood storks feeding in tidal marshes than in freshwater marshes, but, if
nocturnal feeding by wood storks is significant, regulatory decisions may
need to reflect this information to protect wood stork foraging grounds
from disturbance �around the clock�.


S3.6. Determine the importance of wood stork roost sites. Recent surveys of the
Georgia and South Carolina coast documented the presence of a large number of stork
roost sites, but only a limited number of roosts were inhabited repeatedly by numerous
storks. Research concerning the function and use of such sites and habitats in South
Florida is needed. If important roost sites are identified in South Florida, protective
measures should be developed. These studies could also assess foraging habitats
utilized from these sites, thus providing important information about the non-breeding
season.







S3.7. Determine the impacts of contaminants on wood storks in South Florida.
Potential impacts from contaminants need to be reconsidered in light of recent
findings concerning the amount of mercury present in the Everglades Ecosystem and
the discovery of severe impacts of DDT/DDE-based estrogen-mimicking
compounds on wildlife in a large Florida wetland (Guillette et al. 1994).


S3.7.1. Conduct mercury studies on wood storks in South Florida. Studies
should be conducted in the South Florida E cosystem to document effects
of mercury on wood storks.


S3.7.2. Conduct contaminant studies on wood storks throughout the region.
Develop baseline contaminant information from a variety of colony sites
throughout the region to determine if further studies are needed.


S3.8. Complete models for the wood stork population. Population viability assessment
and risk analysis models should be performed for the wood stork population once the
necessary information is acquired. Once completed, the relative importance of the
South Florida Ecosystem, and the ability of the wood stork to successfully breed in
South Florida, should be determined.


S3.9. Develop models of wood stork colony dynamics in South Florida wetlands.
These models are needed as planning tools for improved ecosystem restoration
programs. Potentially one important ecological model for the Everglades is a wood
stork population dynamics model that is a part of the �Across-Trophic-Level System
Simulation� (ATLSS) set of models being developed by the South Florida/Caribbean
Field Station of the USGS, BRD.


S4. Monitor wood storks in South Florida. Annual nesting and foraging surveys should be
completed for wood storks in South Florida. These surveys will provide the information
necessary to monitor the success of ecosystem and species-specific recovery actions. Surveys
should be performed on an annual basis within both the Everglades and Big Cypress basins
until the species is delisted.


S4.1. Conduct long-term monitoring of the number of wood storks initiating nesting
in South Florida, as described by tasks 1.1. and 1.2.


S4.2. Organize systematic censuses of wood stork foraging habitat in the Big Cypress
region, comparable to existing censuses (systematic reconnaissance flights) in the
Everglades basin. The fact that declines in nesting effort and delays in timing of
colony formation have shown similar trends in the Big Cypress basin have been well
documented in the Everglades basin suggests that the Big Cypress colonies are dealing
with similar kinds of habitat deterioration on the foraging grounds. The location and
relative importance of stork foraging grounds in the Big Cypress basin are much less
known, and should be determined as a basis for developing protection strategies in this
region; this survey would provide the information necessary to monitor the success of
both ecosystem and species-specific recovery actions.


S4.3. Continue foraging surveys in the Water Conservation Areas and Everglades
NP. This information is necessary to follow the trends of wood storks in South
Florida and should be continued until the species is delisted.


S4.4. Initiate and continue demographic surveys, such as colony surveys to determine
productivity; additionally, studies to determine survivorship should be continued until
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enough data have been collected to determine wood stork rates of growth, reproduction,
and survival. This information will be critical to determine whether or not the species
can be delisted.


S5. Increase public awareness. Wood storks are an indicator species of the Everglades
Ecosystem; the health of the Everglades can be measured by the ability of the wood stork to
successfully breed in the Everglades. The Maine coastal seabird colony restoration program
uses the puffin as its symbol. The wood stork is a symbol of the health of the Everglades and
Big Cypress basins and could be used as a barometer of the success of Everglades restoration
projects.


S5.1. Increase awareness and appreciation of wood storks through educational
materials. Wood storks utilize a variety of wetland habitats and have been identified
as an indicator species for the Everglades. Additionally, they are visually unique and
generate interest from the general public. Make the wood stork a symbol of the
Everglades through the use of environmental education materials and programs.


S5.1.1. Develop and distribute educational materials. Currently, there are
several brochures, videos, and educational packets available that focus on
wood storks. This information needs to be kept up to date. New
educational material should be developed to increase the awareness of a
larger audience.


S5.1.2. Develop information for private landowners. Wood storks breeding in
the Corkscrew Swamp and in the northern and central Big Cypress basin
in South Florida forage in surrounding wetlands, many of which are on
private lands. Material explaining wood stork ecology and suggesting
management practices benefiting storks should be distributed to private
landowners.


S5.1.3. Develop educational materials for schools. Since wood storks occur in
Florida, Georgia and South Carolina, it would be cost-effective to
develop educational materials that could be used in schools in all three
states.


S5.1.4. Develop material for policy makers and elected officials. The wood
stork should be included as part of a larger effort to inform and educate
South Florida policy makers and elected officials of the importance of
maintaining and protecting wetland habitats throughout the Big Cypress
and Everglades basins.


S5.2. Provide opportunities for the public to view wood storks in captivity.
Maintaining wood storks in captivity should be for the sole purpose of public
education, awareness, and research to enhance survival of the species. Currently,
there are nearly two dozen American wood storks in captivity in North American
zoos and related facilities.


S5.2.1. Maintain captive populations for the purpose of education,
awareness, and research. FWS draft policy on controlled propagation
sanctions captive propagation of listed species when recommended in an
approved recovery plan and supported by an approved genetics
management plan. Captive propagation of wood storks is not considered
necessary for the purpose of supplementing wild populations through







Page 4-423


WOOD STORK Multi-Species Recovery Plan for South Florida


reintroduction programs. Captive breeding and rearing efforts will not be
made for this purpose. However, good captive management of wood
storks may result in reproduction. The resulting progeny may be used to
supplement other captive populations under approval of the FWS. If
available space within captive facilities becomes saturated, further
production of offspring should be prevented within the scope of laws
governing captive endangered wildlife.


S5.2.2. Develop policy on rescue, rehabilitation and release of injured wood
storks. The FWS, in conjunction with the American Zoological
Association, should develop a policy for dealing with wood storks that are
rescued from the wild. Adult wood storks are not as frequently received by
licensed wildlife rehabilitators as other wetland bird species. Opportunities
for rescue may most likely occur when field personnel are in the colonies
and witness distress. This may be as a result of nest abandonment when
food sources become scarce or when chicks fall out of the nest for reasons
such as adult bird interactions or wind storms. Where possible, field
personnel should return downed chicks to the nest. When replacement is
not viable, the usual protocols for triage and rehabilitation should be
followed in placement with a licensed wildlife rehabilitator.


Habitat-level Recovery Actions


H1. Prevent degradation of existing wood stork habitat in South Florida through
identification and protection. At a minimum, for continued survival of the U.S. population,
currently occupied nesting, foraging, and roosting habitat in South Florida must be protected
from further loss or degradation. Watersheds supporting natural nesting habitat should remain
unaltered, or be restored to function as a natural system if previously altered.


H1.1. Create distribution maps of important wood stork colony, foraging, and
roosting sites in South Florida for protection and restoration. Important colony
sites have been identified for the WCAs and Everglades NP. However, colony sites
in the Big Cypress basin are not as well known. Very little is known about roosting
sites in South Florida. Identifying all important colony sites, roosting sites, and
foraging habitat is critical to the recovery of the wood stork. A GIS database should
be developed from data collected by colony, roosting, and foraging surveys, as
delineated by species-specific tasks S1.1 and S1.3; a GIS database will aid recovery
biologists in targeting areas in need of protection, restoration, or management, and
will allow managers and private landowners to more efficiently protect and manage
these lands for wood storks.


H1.2. Prioritize habitats that need protection. Develop a prioritization scheme to focus
protection and restoration efforts on colonies and feeding sites with the greatest
degree of threat. Efforts should be made to identify important foraging and roost
sites associated with high priority colonies.


H1.3. Work with private landowners to protect habitat. Conservation agencies need to
recognize the significant contributions that private landowners can make for the
protection of wood storks. For example, many of the foraging grounds utilized by
storks breeding at the Corkscrew colony in South Florida are in private ownership







and are threatened by conversion to citrus farming; the future success of this colony
is dependent on maintaining viable foraging habitat within the region.


H1.3.1. Inform landowners. Inform all landowners having critical foraging and
roost sites (as defined in task H1.2.) on their properties. Encourage
compliance with existing regulatory mechanisms (see task H1.6.).


H1.3.2. Provide assistance and support to landowners in managing their
property for the benefit of wood storks. Assistance can be in the form
of written material explaining best management practices, site visits,
local recognition, tax and/or monetary incentives. State and Federal
agencies should work with private landowners in an effort to incorporate
wood stork feeding habitat into current management practices.


H1.3.3. Develop management plans for private lands. Conservation agencies
should assist landowners in developing specific management plans for
their properties. These management plans should adequately protect sites
yet be flexible enough to respond to the changing needs of the landowner.
The success or failure of management prescriptions for nesting, roosting,
and foraging areas should be clearly documented and reported.


H1.4. Protect sites from disturbance. The FWS developed habitat management
guidelines for wood storks (Ogden 1990) in an effort to reduce disturbance to colony
sites. These management guidelines discuss various types of activities known to
disturb nesting wood storks. Additionally, certain types of habitat management
activities can adversely impact colony sites. Cypress logging is a potential threat to
some colonies. Human disturbance causes wood storks to leave nests, exposing eggs
to predation and exposure. Posting or other appropriate protection may provide some
benefit to storks nesting or foraging within the Big Cypress and Everglades basins.


H1.5. Use existing regulatory mechanisms to protect foraging habitat in South
Florida. The central and northern Big Cypress basin historically supported large
numbers of nesting wood storks. Presently, much of this historic range is being
converted to citrus and pasture for cattle grazing. Coordinated efforts should also be
used to seize opportunities to provide enhanced feeding areas through the mitigation
process.


H1.5.1. Review Federal actions for impacts to wood storks. Wetlands are
altered for mining, agriculture, and residential purposes. Permitting
authority over such activities is held by local governments, agencies in
the State of Florida (DEP, SFWMD) and the Federal government (COE,
EPA). Important feeding areas should be included as a category of waters
for which the FWS receives COE pre-discharge notification pursuant to
section 404 of the Clean Water Act. section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act requires that all Federal agencies ensure that their actions are not
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species or
destroy or modify their critical habitat. Federal agencies conducting
actions that may affect the continued existence of wood storks must
consult with the Service. 


H1.5.2. Encourage conservation of wood stork habitat in conservation plans.
Section 10(a) (1)(B) of the Endangered Species Act provides for
incidental take permits that have the potential to contribute to the
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conservation of listed species. If appropriate, applicants should be
encouraged to consider conservation of wood stork habitat when
preparing Habitat Conservation Plans.


H2. Restore and enhance habitat. A prerequisite for the recovery of wood storks in the
southeastern United States is the restoration and enhancement of suitable habitat throughout
the mosaic of habitat types used by this species. Historically, South Florida supported greater
than 70 percent of the nesting by wood storks in the Southeast. The deterioration of the
Everglades and Big Cypress basins has resulted in decreased nesting by wood storks in South
Florida and increased nesting in northern Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina.


H2.1. Restore the South Florida Ecosystem. Recover traditional Everglades and Big
Cypress colony locations. The water delivery formula and schedules developed by
the Experimental Water Deliveries Program, the structural modifications to canals
and levees proposed for ecosystem restoration of Everglades NP through the
Modified Water Deliveries and C-111 Projects, and the regional Everglades
restoration planning process (C&SF Restudy) conducted by the COE, should
address the recovery of the ecological processes that made it possible for the pre-
drainage Everglades basin to support large numbers of storks and other wading
birds. These ecological processes were made possible by the large spatial scale of the
pre-drainage Everglades, the strong between-year variation in surface water patterns,
and the strong flows of surface water into the estuaries.


H2.1.1. Reevaluate the effectiveness of all authorized projects on restoring
habitat in the Everglades basin. The Southern Everglades Restoration
Alliance (SERA), a group of cooperating agencies, was created to
oversee the implementation of authorized ecosystem restoration projects
associated with the C&SF Project. SERA is presently re-evaluating
projects in the southern Everglades for their effectiveness in ecosystem
restoration. The FWS should be involved in project evaluations, and
should determine whether recovery efforts will improve habitat
conditions for the wood stork. If any authorized projects are found to lack
the necessary components (including the appropriate operational
schedules and regulatory components) to increase the ability of the wood
stork to successfully nest or forage in South Florida, the FWS should help
in the development of alternative designs that maximize ecosystem
benefit.


H2.1.2. Develop operational criteria that re-establish hydropatterns of the
pre-drainage system. Operational schedules will be the most important
component of Everglades restoration efforts. Operational schedules must
truly balance the needs for flood protection with those of the Everglades
ecosystem.


H2.1.3. Restore the timing of nesting by wood storks in the southern
Everglades through ecosystem restoration measures. Develop a
restoration plan that includes the necessary addition or removal of
structures, levees, and canals, to restore hydropatterns throughout the
Everglades system; depths, period of inundation and sheetflow patterns
should more closely match those of the pre-drainage system.
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H2.1.4. Provide feedback for adaptive restoration planning. Monitor stork
colony patterns during implementation and testing of future efforts to
improve hydrologic conditions. Use information on the location, timing,
size and success of stork colonies in the Everglades and Big Cypress
basins to evaluate ecological responses to the restoration programs and as
a basis for designing future iterations in the restoration process.


H2.1.5. Analyze and report on existing record of stork colony patterns in the
Everglades basin, including the effects of initial restoration programs on
the ecological recovery of Everglades NP. A report should be completed
that incorporates all stork colony data from the Everglades basin and
which assesses the impacts of past and current restoration programs, such
as the Experimental Program of Water Deliveries to Everglades NP, on
wood stork and wading bird colony patterns in Everglades NP; this report
should be used to evaluate restoration efforts to date, and to improve
future restoration programs.


H2.2. Protect and enhance wood stork foraging habitat in private ownership in South
Florida through partnership agreements. Historically, South Florida supported
greater than 70 percent of the wood stork nesting effort in the southeast U.S.; the
number of wood storks nesting in South Florida has been reduced to a fraction of the
historic number. Every effort should be made to protect and enhance that portion of
the population that continues to breed and winter in South Florida. For example, the
Corkscrew Swamp colony has consistently supported a significant number of
nesting wood storks in South Florida. Many of the surrounding wetlands used for
foraging by wood storks in this colony are in private ownership and are in danger of
being converted to other land uses, such as citrus farming. Protecting these wetlands
will be critical to protect the Corkscrew colony and help to preserve wood stork
colonies in South Florida.


H2.3. Acquire land identified as important habitat for wood storks in South Florida.
Federal and State conservation agencies and private conservation organizations should
continue efforts to acquire important habitat utilized by wood storks in South Florida.
Initial land acquisition efforts should be carefully targeted to sites having the greatest
potential for maintaining storks over time. Large, stable colonies that are in immediate
threat from disturbance either through direct threat to the colony site or through a loss
of surrounding foraging habitat, should be of highest priority. Priority should also be
given to larger colonies with a history of annual use, sites most in need of management,
and colony sites where alternate habitat is not available.


H3. Conduct research on the critical habitat components necessary to trigger successful
nesting by wood storks in South Florida. We do not know what specific habitat
characteristics are necessary to trigger nesting by wood storks in South Florida. Wood storks
could be responding to a suite of habitat characteristics such as water depth, photoperiod,
rainfall patterns, prey densities, etc. Projects should be completed that will help to identify
some of these habitat characteristics.


H3.1. Determine the densities, species composition and size classes of fishes necessary
to result in successful nesting by wood storks in South Florida. Use information
gathered in task S3.5 (species-level) to establish study locations. Water management
practices may have resulted in fish populations that no longer represent �natural�
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populations. This information may aid us in developing the appropriate operational
criteria for the Everglades restoration. It will also establish a baseline from which to
compare the effects of ecosystem restoration activities.


H3.2. Determine the effects of natural and human-caused hydrologic events on the
ecology of the prey base utilized by wood storks in South Florida. This
information can be used to determine the optimal operational schedules for South
Florida�s public lands.


H3.3. Determine if reduced freshwater flows into the northern Florida Bay mainland
estuaries, as a result of the South Dade Conveyance System and the
Experimental Program of Water Deliveries to Everglades NP, have caused
wood storks to delay nesting in South Florida. These mainland estuaries
historically provided important early dry season foraging habitat; reduced freshwater
flows may have significantly altered available prey base.


H4. Monitor the status of areas identified as important wood stork habitat in South Florida.
Monitor habitats identified by task H1.1. annually to determine whether changes are occurring
in response to management actions. For example, habitats likely to be affected by hydrologic
restoration projects should be monitored to determine impacts, both beneficial and adverse, on
wood storks. The appropriate management decisions need to be considered, discussed, and
implemented if adverse impacts are detected.


H5. Increase public awareness about wood storks as an indicator of the health of the
Everglades Ecosystem. Educational materials should be developed that identify the
importance of the wood stork as an indicator of the health of the Everglades Ecosystem. This
information will be key to gain the necessary public support for the restoration of the
Everglades. The wood stork is a highly visible component of the Everglades and is perfect to
serve as an indicator species to the public.
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Subject: Martin County Comments on AAF
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MartinCountyComments_AAF.pdf
Importance: High

Attached is Martin County’s letter and comments on the DEIS for All Aboard Florida. 
 Because of the size of the file, the comments will be sent in three emails.
Thank you,
Domenica Labbate
Martin County Board of County Commissioners
Executive Aide – District II
772.288.5421
 
 
  

"The comments and opinions expressed herein are those of the author of this message and may not reflect the policies of the Martin County Board
 of County Commissioners. Under Florida Law, email addresses are public records. If you do not want your email address released in response to a

 public records request do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing." 
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Martin County Comments on the  
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the  


All Aboard Florida Passenger Rail Project 


Summary of Additional Information Needed to Complete Evaluation and Comments 


1. Provide detailed information of the operation schedule and freight train staging areas so that 
impacts to traffic, air quality, businesses, public safety and emergency response can be 
evaluated.  


2. Provide 90% construction plans in order to complete the evaluation of impacts.  The 30% plans 
only show the crossings; there is no information provided between the crossings and the 
consultant has indicated that major changes are being made to 30% plans.   


3. Provide detailed information on sealed corridor improvements, i.e. fencing and landscaping. 


4. Provide mapping of trauma center locations and analysis of response and transport times. 


5. Additional information is needed for crossings to determine if the new profile grade line of the 
rail crossings will impact the connecting roadways and require regrading or plateauing the 
intersections.  


6. Provide further analysis of air quality degradation that will occur by the nearly 285% increase in 
delays at the 28 rail crossings.   


7. Provide further analysis of the intersection Level of Service at the SR-714 (SE Monterey Road) 
crossing. The DEIS does not look at the impacts to the intersection of SE Monterey Road and 
US-1 / SE Federal Highway. The DEIS also did not use the correct traffic volumes on SE 
Monterey Road. 


8. Commit to staging locations that do not block grade crossings if second track is not provided 
across the St. Lucie River. 


9. Provide Hurricane Evacuation Plan for St. Lucie River Bridge operation.  Many vessels depend 
on the protected water west of the railroad bridge for safe harbor during hurricanes. The bridge 
is locked in the down position when wind speeds reach 35 mph.  


10. Provide data on the number of allisions (navigation term – boat impacting a fixed object) that 
occur each year on the St. Lucie River Rail Bridge and Fender system. 


11. Request an assessment from Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission (FWC) on navigation hazards 
presented by the current structure and operation of the railroad bridge, as well as impact from 
increased closings in response to increased freight trains through the area.  


12. Identify preserved rare and unique upland areas (scrub).  


13. Provide discrete or site-specific information, surveys, evaluations and potential impacts to state 
listed animal and plant species.  


14. Provide impact avoidance/mitigation measures for any listed animal and plant species known to 
occur in the project area.  


15. Provide information on historic and cultural resources and include impact avoidance/mitigation 
measures. 
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16. Identify and analyze impacts to small business owners in Martin County, particularly within the 
CRA’s.  


17. Identify and provide mitigation measures for impacts to labor force mobility, particularly on 
residents who walk or bike to work.  


18. Identify and provide mitigation measures for impacts to disabled population in Martin County. 


19. Identify and provide mitigation measures for impacts to the limited English speaking population 
in the Golden Gate CRA.   


20. Identify and provide mitigation measures for the impacts of increased noise and vibration on 
elderly residents in Martin County.  


21. Identify and provide mitigation measures for impacts to minority populations in Martin County. 


22. Identify and provide mitigation measures for impacts to poverty populations in Martin County. 


23.  Identify and analyze economic impact on businesses and residents on the Okeechobee 
Waterway from Stuart to Ft. Myers.  


24. Provide St. Lucie River Bridge inspection reports and assurance that the bridge is safe for 
potential ridership of the proposed All Aboard Florida project and the citizens of Martin County.  
On November 12, 2014, the Martin County Attorney’s Office made a request to FRA under the 
Freedom of Information Act for copies of all inspection reports or other data concerning the St. 
Lucie River railroad bridge.  The request included both inspections done by or on behalf of 
Florida East Coast Railroad or any of its subsidiaries or by any other entity.  To date there has 
been no response to this request. A formal request for the inspection reports was also 
submitted to Florida East Coast Railroad through their legal counsel. 


25. Prepare a Supplemental DEIS that meets the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPS) and the 
Federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA).  The Supplemental DEIS should be prepared by 
a consultant who is competitively and independently selected and be based on data that is 
independently verified. 


26. Analyze the effects of climate change on the proposed project.  When the St. Lucie River Rail 
Bridge is closed, it comes within 7’ of the surface of the water.  USDOT “Policy Statement on 
Climate Change Adaption” requires USDOT to use “best-available science” and apply “risk 
management methods and tools” in assessing and planning for climate change. 


27. Provide an Alternatives Analysis for the North-South corridor that meets the requirements of 
the Code of Federal Regulations, (40 CFR, Section 1502.14).  All reasonable alternatives need to 
be explored and objectively evaluated.  The DEIS short circuited the alternatives analysis by 
narrowly defining the “purpose and need” as an intercity rail service that is “sustainable as a 
private enterprise”.  The economics of the proposed project then screened out all other 
available routes. 
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Summary of Recommendations for Public Benefit or Mitigation Measures to Offset Impacts 


1. Replace Railroad Bridge over St. Lucie River with span that has a minimum 80-foot horizontal 
clearance between fenders, double tracks and quicker cycle time.   


2. Provide Bicycle/Pedestrian facilities at all crossings.  


3. Provide at least one northbound and one southbound stop daily at a location within Martin 
County.  Annually evaluate feasibility of adding additional daily stops. 


4. Provide Supplemental Comment Period to review the 90% construction plans after they are 
released. 


5. Provide formal pedestrian crossings where there is historic and heavy foot traffic across the rail 
between crossings. 


6. Provide full, four quadrant gates and vehicle presence detection systems at all crossings so that 
locomotive engineers will have enough advanced warning to stop train before they reach the 
crossing. 


7. Provide Vessel Detection System at St. Lucie River Railroad Bridge. 


8. Provide advanced preemption at all signalized intersections. 


9. Renegotiate all grade crossing Agreements.  The 30% plans indicate that AAF will need 
easements for equipment located outside the FEC right-of-way. 


10. Provide rail corridor fencing, strategically placed wildlife crossing culverts/tunnels, and specific 
monitoring studies. 


11. Monitor the project corridor to provide assurances to the public that the mitigation actions 
implemented will adequately offset the actual project impacts that occur.  Monitoring should 
include impacts to listed plant and animal species; historic and cultural resources; disabled 
populations; small business owners; limited English speaking populations; elderly populations; 
minority populations and poverty populations.   


12. Provide grade separated crossing at key locations for emergency access and transport. 


13. Provide a bridge tender at the St. Lucie River Bridge to coordinate openings with the Dixie 
Highway (Old Roosevelt Bridge) and provide predictable hourly openings with a minimum safe 
vessel transit time of 15 minutes every hour.  The 15 minute safe vessel transit time shall not 
include the time it takes for the railroad bridge to be locked open or to be locked down. 


 


 


  







7 
 


Martin County Technical Review of the  
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 


All Aboard Florida Passenger Rail Project 
 


General Comments on Document and Process 


1. South Florida should not be included in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  
Phase I from West Palm Beach to Miami has already received a Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI). The benefits to South Florida should not be utilized to mitigate the negative impacts to 
the Treasure Coast. 


2. The DEIS is based on data that was provided by All Aboard Florida (AAF). Martin County was 
never contacted about providing accurate data that the County has available. 


3. Conflicting data is presented in the Summary, the DEIS and the Appendix that does not match 
substantiated data collected by County. 


4. Some of the documents in the Appendix do not identify the source.  


5. Use of an average speed in the DEIS of 76.96 miles per hour through Martin County is 
misleading.  The speed through Hobe Sound, Salerno, Golden Gate and Jensen is 110 mph.  The 
average speed was calculated by factoring in the lower speeds north of downtown Stuart 
where the trains will slow down as they approach the curve.  


6. The County cannot fully evaluate the impacts when only 30% construction plans of the grade 
crossings have been issued. Furthermore, no information has been provided on what happens 
between crossings.  90% plans are not scheduled to be released until mid-December, which is 
after the December 3rd deadline for comments on the DEIS.  


7. At the Public Meeting on October 30, 2014, the consultant who is preparing the 90% plans 
indicated that there are significant changes being made to the plans including where the 
corridor will have triple tracks.  Martin County and the public should be given an opportunity to 
review and comment on the 90% plans prior to the Federal Rail Administration’s (FRA’s) release 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). 
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Transportation 


1. If a second track is not provided over the St. Lucie River, commit that the staging of freight 
trains for passage of the passenger trains will occur where there are no highway crossings.  For 
northbound freight, there is nearly 11,000 feet between the crossings at SE Seaward Street and 
SE Indian Street.  For southbound freight traffic, there is nearly 10,500 feet between NE 
Palmetto Avenue and CR-707 (NE Dixie Highway). 


2. Provide pedestrian crossings and gates at all existing highway crossings.  There are 28 crossings 
in Martin County, only 10 have pedestrian facilities in place (see Exhibit A _ Pedestrian 
Crossings). 


3. The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) is proposing construction of approximately 
4.5 miles of a 12-foot wide multi-use path trail within Jonathan Dickinson State Park along the 
Old Dixie Highway roadbed.  The path will cross the tracks; ensure gates are installed 
appropriately. 


4. Provide documentation for incorporating, at every highway crossing, safety upgrades such as: 
flashing lights; signage and pavement markings; median barriers; FEC-maintained vehicle 
presence detection; and a four quadrant gate that blocks both sides of each traffic lane.  The 
30% plans do not incorporate these upgrades. 


5. Provide detailed construction plans that document the modifications necessary to ensure safe 
pre-emption of vehicular traffic at all crossings where traffic signals are located at an adjacent 
intersection (both during and after construction).  Provide advanced pre-emption or an analysis 
that documents advanced pre-emption is not warranted. 


6. School traffic on SE Bridge Road queues at the traffic signal at SE Gomez Avenue in the morning 
when school is in session.  In addition to traffic created by student drop offs at the two schools, 
service workers travel eastbound on SE Bridge Road in the morning to work on Jupiter Island.  
The traffic often queues over the tracks and remains stationary through several signal cycles. 
Provide FEC-maintained vehicle presence detection. 


        
SE Bridge Road – Queued traffic on rail while pedestrian walks by 
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SE Bridge Road – Queued traffic on rail 


7. During the Martin County Field Diagnostic site visits on February 28th, there were several 
instances in the Hobe Sound area where vehicles stopped on the crossing over SE Dixie 
Highway with boat trailers or yard trailers extending over the tracks.  Provide appropriate 
sensors and safety devices to prevent vehicles from getting trapped between gates. 


8. Given the addition of the second track at nearly all of the highway grade crossings the R8-8 (DO 
NOT STOP ON TRACK) sign should be placed on the near side of the tracks rather than the far 
side. 


9. Provide further analysis of air quality degradation that will occur as a result of the 285% 
increase in delay at the 28 rail crossings.  The average delay at the crossings today is 2.9 
minutes per hour and that the proposal anticipates 8.3 minutes per hour.  Over 2,900 vehicles 
pass through the intersection of SR-714 (SE Monterey Road) and CR-A1A (SE Dixie Highway) 
during peak hour.  How many of these will experience further delay?  What effect will the delay 
have on the air quality? 
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& clear 
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day 
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/day) 


Cross 
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Max 
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hour 
(min) 


 2019 No Action 
Freight 30 8150 32 174 15 219 14 51 1 3.6 125% 


2019 
Freight 30 8150 37 150 15 195 22 72 2 6.5 


 
Passenger 30 900 80 8 15 53 32 28 2 1.8 


 
        


100 
 


8.3 283% 
2014 


Freight 30 6100 32 130 15 175 14 41 1 2.9 
  


10. Provide further analysis of the Level of Service (LOS) at intersections.  The DEIS analyzed the SR-
714 (SE Monterey Road) rail crossing independent of increased degradation of the intersection 
LOS on SR-714 (SE Monterey Road) at SR-5 (US-1 / SE Federal Highway), which is less than a 
quarter-mile away.  The proposed second track and siding will further shorten this offset.  
During the peak hour in 2013, there were over 2,900 vehicles passing through the intersection 
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of SE Monterey Road and SE Dixie Highway and 6,000 vehicles passing through the intersection 
of SE Monterey Road and US-1 / SE Federal Highway.  Today’s freight train passages at SE Dixie 
Highway require preemption of the traffic signal at US-1 / Federal Highway.  Furthermore, the 
analysis in the DEIS is based on AADTs for the arterial corridors that are not published by 
Martin County.  The 2013 AADT was 23,400 on SE Monterey Road and 21,500 on SE Indian 
Street.  The 2019 projected volumes should be used in the analysis (22,500 and 25,300, 
respectively).  These volumes are significantly higher than the volumes analyzed (see Exhibit B –
Annual Average Daily Traffic at FEC crossings).  


11. There is historic and heavy improvised foot traffic across the rail in several locations where 
residential communities gain access to commercial services.  Given the anticipated passenger 
rail speeds of 110 mph, provide safe and formal pedestrian crossings at these locations.  


12. Provide detailed profile grade lines of the roadway crossings; it must be determined whether 
adjacent intersections will have to be raised or plateaued to accommodate the addition of the 
second track. 


13. The Track Chart in Appendix 3.3B-4 has a note at Mile Marker 268+3364 (SE Dixie Highway at 
the VFW crossing) “LOOK TO CLOSE”.  SE Dixie at Highway is designated SR A1A; this is a County 
Road and closing the road/crossing at this location is not an option. 


14. In addition to incorporating the safety upgrades identified above, revise the plan sheets as 
follows: 


Sheet 
No. Revision 


24-D 


1. change reference from City of Jensen Beach to Unincorporated Martin County 
2. rotate the proposed gates so they are parallel with the tracks 
3. relocate the proposed gate so it is within the FEC right-of-way or provide 


documentation from the Florida Inland Navigation District that they will permit 
the placement of the gate at the proposed location 


25-D 1. change reference from City of Jensen Beach to Unincorporated Martin County 
2. rotate the proposed gates so they are parallel with the tracks 


26-D 1. change reference from City of Jensen Beach to Unincorporated Martin County 


27-D 


1. change reference from City of Jenson Beach to Unincorporated Martin County 
2. correct the spelling of NE Jensen Beach Boulevard 
3. relocate the proposed gates so they are within FEC right-of-way or negotiate a 


lease agreement with Martin County for placement within its right-of-way  
28-D 1. change reference from City of Jensen Beach to Town of Ocean Breeze 
29-D 1. change reference from City of Jensen Beach to Unincorporated Martin County 


30-D 
1. change reference from City of Jensen Beach to Unincorporated Martin County 
2. remove reference to SR A1A 
3. rotate the existing and proposed gates so they are parallel with the tracks 


31-D 1. change reference from City of Jensen Beach to City of Stuart 
33-D 1. change reference from SW 2nd Street to SW Joan Jefferson Way 


34-D 
1. remove reference to SR A1A 
2. rotate the proposed gates so they are parallel with the tracks and within FEC 


right-of-way  







11 
 


Sheet 
No. Revision 


35-D 
1. rotate the proposed gates and cantilever so they are parallel with the tracks and 


also provides a guard for the pedestrian traffic that crosses CR-A1A (SE Dixie 
Highway) through the channelizing right turn island 


36-D 1. consider the installation of a queue cutter on SE Florida Street for westbound 
traffic 


2. change reference from SR A1A to CR-A1A 


37-D 1. rotate the proposed gates so they are parallel with the tracks 
2. change reference from SR A1A to CR-A1A 


38-D 


1. change reference from City of Stuart to Unincorporated Martin County 
2. rotate the proposed gates and cantilever so they are parallel with the tracks and 


within FEC right-of-way 
3. include pre-emption for southbound left turning traffic on SR-5 (US-1 / SE 


Federal Highway) 
4. change reference from SR A1A to CR-A1A 


39-D 


1. change reference from City of Stuart to Unincorporated Martin County 
2. rotate the proposed gates so they are parallel with the tracks and within FEC 


right-of-way 
3. consider the installation of a queue cutter on SE Florida Street for westbound 


traffic 
40-D 1. change reference from City of Stuart to Unincorporated Martin County 
41-D 1. change reference from City of Stuart to Unincorporated Martin County 


42-D 1. change reference from City of Stuart to Unincorporated Martin County 
2. rotate the proposed gate so it is parallel with the tracks 


43-D 
1. change reference from City of Stuart to Unincorporated Martin County 
2. rotate the proposed gate and cantilever so they are parallel with the tracks and 


with FEC right-of-way  


44-D 
1. change reference from City of Stuart to Unincorporated Martin County 
2. rotate the proposed gate so it is parallel with the tracks 
3. change reference from SR A1A to CR-A1A 


45-D 
1. change reference from City of Hobe Sound to Unincorporated Martin County 
2. consider the installation of a queue cutter on SE Osprey Street for westbound 


traffic 
3. change reference from SR A1A to CR-A1A 


46-D 1. change reference from City of Hobe Sound to Unincorporated Martin County 


47-D 1. change reference from City of Hobe Sound to Unincorporated Martin County 
2. consider the installation of a queue cutter on SE Pettway Street for westbound 


traffic 
48-D 1. change reference from City of Hobe Sound to Unincorporated Martin County 


49-D 1. change reference from City of Hobe Sound to Unincorporated Martin County 
2. change reference from SR A1A to CR-A1A 


50-D 1. change reference from City of Hobe Sound to Unincorporated Martin County 
51-D 1. change reference from City of Jupiter to Town of 
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Navigation 


1. Table 5.1-1 in the Navigation Discipline Report in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) Appendix has incorrect information. The horizontal clearance between the fenders of the 
Dixie Highway Bridge No. 89003 (Old Roosevelt Bridge) is 80 feet; the table indicates 58 feet. 
The horizontal clearance between the fenders of the St. Lucie River Rail Bridge is 
approximately 40 feet; the table indicates 50 feet. 


 
Horizontal Clearance 


2. The channel for the Rail Bridge and the two vehicular bridges are skewed making navigation 
difficult.  


3. Two-way boat traffic is able to navigate under the New Roosevelt Bridge (US-1 / SW Federal 
Highway) and under the Old Roosevelt Bridge (SW Dixie Highway); however, the Rail Bridge is 
located between these two bridges and given its horizontal clearance, boats are restricted to 
navigate in single file, which reduces the number of vessels in the queue that are able to pass 
through before the next closure; the queue will continue to increase with increase closures.   


 
Single File Traffic Through St. Lucie River Railway Bridge 


4. At the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) public meeting on October 30, 2014, a simulation 
model was displayed that was designed to be used for vehicle traffic.  The model was used to 
calculate the number of boats that would clear the Rail Bridge through each open cycle.  The 


40’ 


80’ 
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simulation showed vessels lined up “bumper to bumper” in opposite directions at the closed 
Rail Bridge.  When the bridge opened the vessels traveled through the opening with 2-way 
traffic in opposite directions.  When the bridge closed the boats abruptly stopped “bumper to 
bumper” as if they were vehicles at a traffic signal. 


 
Vehicular Traffic Model used for Boat Calculations 


5. The current and the wind between the three bridges make it difficult to navigate and 
impossible to wait between the bridges.  Eastbound and westbound vessels cannot pass 
through the three bridges at the same time so one queue must clear before the other queue 
starts through the channel.   


6. The DEIS assumes that each queue, developed during a bridge closure, will be eliminated 
before the next closure cycle begins.  With a nearly three-fold increase of expected boat arrivals 
on weekend and a 1.6 increase on Fridays, this is not at all certain.  It is possible, depending on 
train schedules for one queue to feed into another, creating a major navigation hazard. 


7. The DEIS reports an average daily vessel arrival of 157 per day passing through the Rail Bridge.  
Martin County Engineering’s independent study showed a daily vessel count of 243 vessels per 
day. 


8. The DEIS states that the data collected represents about 21 days of data from peak vessel traffic 
seasons, however data collected at the Loxahatchee Railroad Bridge shows no difference in 
vessel traffic between seasons or months.  The inference here is that the data represents the 
most active time period, which is at odds with Martin County’s findings. 


9. Martin County began data collection in early July, 2014, producing over 120 days of data at the 
time of this review (see Exhibit C - Vessel Traffic Data).  The data tracks well with the data 
collected for the Loxahatchee River Bridge, and indicate that there are over 450 boats per day on 
weekends and over 250 boats per day on Fridays.  Boat counts reflect traffic during daylight hours 
only and therefore under count total boat traffic.  Peak travel hours are from 10 AM to 5 PM, 
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however substantial boat traffic is seen between 6 AM and 8 PM daily. In contrast, the DEIS 
states:  “vessel traffic data show an average of 102 vessel crossings per day (Min=28; Max=263) 
from Monday to Friday, compared to about 315 vessels (Min=157; Max=413) per day on a 
weekend. Sundays had the most vessel activity, with a range of 296 to 395 vessel counts” (DEIS 
overall average is computed as 121 boats/day compared to actual average of 235 boats/day). 


10. Interpolating from the DEIS reported average of 157 boats per day to the measured 450 boats 
per day on weekends and using the reported information in table 5.1.3.4, the expected number 
of recreational boats with a wait time would be 2.9 times the reported number of 63 boats or a 
total of 180 boats.   


11. The DEIS estimated queue lengths of 10 boats maximum based on an estimate of 157 boat 
arrivals per day. The measured 450 boats per weekend day would result in expected queue 
length of 29 boats.  Accurate information is needed on how long it takes for 29 boats to clear 
the Rail Bridge.   


12. The DEIS discounts the economic impact on marine industries, however if one assumes that 
customers of marinas and boatyards lying west of the St. Lucie Railroad Bridge follow the 
boating pattern documented in Martin County’s boat survey, then it is reasonable to conclude 
these facilities west of the bridge will have a much reduced value to patrons, and experience a 
loss of revenue greater than calculated in the DEIS. 


13. Table 5.1.3.12 shows an increased cost of $491/day to recreational marine industries, based on 
157 boats per day.  The 235 boats per day actual average and 450 boats per day actual average 
on weekends will increase this daily cost substantially. 


14. Section 5.1.3.3 states “Individual commercial vessels could potentially experience an increase in 
vessel queue times at the St. Lucie River Bridge. However, there are very few commercial 
destinations on the St. Lucie River”.  State marina registration data indicates there are 
approximately 2,200 slips available in private marinas, with up to 2,000 dry storage slips in 
Martin and St. Lucie counties (see Waterways Plan for Martin and St. Lucie Counties available 
on Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council 
website http://www.tcrpc.org/special_projects_.htm ). 


15. Proposed mitigation in Section 7.2.2 of the DEIS includes public access to set train schedules 
with notification signals and countdown clocks to allow boaters to plan trips to avoid wait times 
and frustration.  The measured counts of 450 boats per day on weekends and 250 boats on 
Friday will create queues in the morning that might be sustained throughout the day, 
eliminating the value of the proposed mitigation.  The set schedules will result in boaters lining 
up and jockeying for position during peak hours.  This will create a hazardous condition for 
boaters. 


16. Table 7.2-2 lists the following mitigation measure without further explanation, “Manage train 
schedules to minimize bridge closures.”  If freight trains are staged or slowed down to let 
passenger rail trains pass during one rail bridge closure, there would be impacts to traffic and 
emergency response times.  More information is needed on mitigation measures in order to 
evaluate the impacts to navigation and the impacts to delays at grade crossings. 


17. The narrow 40-foot horizontal clearance of the Rail Bridge restricts barge traffic across the state 
of Florida through Lake Okeechobee.  The Okeechobee Waterway is part of the Emerging 
Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) and the narrow bridge opening limits the width of barges that 
can navigate through the opening.   



http://www.tcrpc.org/special_projects_.htm
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18. McCulley Marine Services, Inc. (see Exhibit D – Letter from McCulley Marine Services, Inc.) 
states, “The Florida East Coast Railroad Bridge and the Roosevelt Bridge both share mile marker 
7.4.  These bridges are only 200 feet apart and are offset by more than ten degrees.  A tug and 
tow making the passage must wait for ideal tidal conditions, specifically slack tide, in order to 
pass safely.  Slack tide conditions allow for only a twenty minute window, four times per day.  
The anticipated schedule for the rail service may make the bridge impassable to a tug and tow.  
This would be in violation of the bridge’s permit and is a violation of 33 U.S. Code § 512, which 
reads “No bridge shall at any time unreasonably obstruct the free navigation of any navigable 
waters of the United States.” 


19. The Rail Bridge was constructed in 1926. It is approximately the same age as the railroad bridge 
in Jacksonville that has been experiencing extended periods of lockdown.  Increased closures of 
the bridge will lead to more gear failures and increase the risk of lockdown. 


20. Martin County has requested copies of inspection reports for the Rail Bridge over the St. Lucie 
River. The request has been rejected. Martin County requests that the FRA verify the safety of 
the Rail Bridge. The County also requests that the FRA verify that the bridge will be able to 
handle the increased traffic and increased number of openings without significant breakdowns 
and disruptions to navigation. 


 
Condition of St. Lucie River Railroad Bridge Built in 1926 


21. Section 4(f) Findings in Section 6.5 of the DEIS with regard to historic resources state,  


“There is no feasible and prudent alternative to the demolition of the Eau Gallie River and St. 
Sebastian River bridges. New bridges are required at these locations to upgrade these crossings 
to double track crossings, and retaining the bridges presents an unacceptable safety risk to 
navigation of vessels on the waterways below.”  


This same argument should be applied to the St. Lucie River Railroad Bridge, which is currently 
an obstruction and hazard to navigation.  The proposed passenger rail project will compound 
problems that already exist today at this bridge. 


22. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection has confirmed the Board of Trustees of 
the Internal Improvement Trust Fund of the State of Florida owns the submerged lands of the 
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St. Lucie River at the location of the Rail Bridge.  A Submerged Land Lease would have to be 
acquired prior to replacing the bridge. 


23. The Realtor Association of Martin County estimates that there will be “anywhere from 13 to 
nearly 17 hours per day in delay time to boat traffic”. (See Exhibit O – Letter from Realtor 
Association of Martin County.) 
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Public Health & Safety 


1. The increase in trains commuting through Martin County will impact Fire Rescue’s response 
times.  There are several large communities served by Fire Rescue Stations which must cross 
the track to provide essential services.  These communities include Jupiter Island, Hobe Sound, 
Port Salerno, Jensen Beach and South County.  In 2013, Fire Rescue crossed railroad tracks 
approximately 6,624 times while responding to incidents, approximately 4,112 times when 
transporting to area hospitals, for a total of 10,736 times.  This data does not include units 
returning to quarters or responding to other incidents which required crossing a railroad track. 


2. Fire Rescue experienced railroad crossing delays 140 times per year in 2013 and 2014.  Based 
on the estimated increase in trains, those delays could reach 680 times per year.  These delays 
occur during response to emergencies and while transporting sick or injured patients to 
hospitals.  These delays could significantly impact service levels adopted by the County to 
respond to emergencies in the community.   


3. Current service levels for Martin County are basic life support and fire suppression within 6 
minutes, 90% of the time, and advanced life support services within 8 minutes, 90% of the time.  
Estimated railroad crossing closures of 100 minutes per day will impact services provided in the 
community.  Survivability of patients decreases with each minute that services are delayed. 


4. Martin Medical Center serves as the main hospital for Martin County.  This facility provides 
cardiac intervention, primary stroke care, and treatment to trauma patients who cannot safely 
be transported to a trauma center.  This facility is divided from the majority of the population 
by a railroad.  Delays in transporting patients to this facility would significantly increase.  In 
2013, over 4,100 patients had to be transported over a railroad track to reach their hospital. 


5. Martin County neighbors the St. Lucie Nuclear Power Plant and must have plans to rapidly 
evacuate residents, in the Emergency Planning zone, if a plant emergency occurs.  Due to 
population density east of the current coastal railway, evacuation times for local emergencies 
would be greatly increased with railroad crossings being closed.    All evacuation routes from 
the affected area are crossed by a railroad. 


6. Estimated evacuation of the north Jensen Beach and Hutchinson Island Emergency Planning 
Zone shows an optimal time of 5.5 hrs.  This evacuation would be impeded by the increased 
train operations, affecting evacuation times by as much as an additional 45 minutes. 


7. Commuter trains historically have experienced accidents in the first year of operation.  SunRail 
had 5 mishaps in the first 5 months of operation.  SunRail operates at speeds between 30 and 
79 mph, with an average speed of 33 mph. 


8. A sealed corridor will direct pedestrians to cross at grade crossings.  There are currently no 
pedestrian facilities at ten (10) of the 28 track crossings in Martin County.  Pedestrians and 
bicyclists will be directed to cross the rail in the roadway increasing probability of pedestrian 
injuries and fatalities. 


9. Pedestrians will have difficulty judging the time it will take for the train to reach their location 
when some trains are traveling at lower speeds and some are train traveling at 110miles/hour 
(1.8 miles/minute). 


10. Properties east of the track will be difficult to evacuate if there is a hazardous material spill or 
leak in the rail corridor.  Develop an emergency response and evacuation plan in coordination 
with Martin County Emergency Management.   
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11. Martin County removed contaminated soil from the Martin County Courthouse parking lot in 
downtown Stuart during the summer of 2013.  The contaminated material that extended into 
the FEC right-of-way was beyond the scope of work and remains in place.  Include removal of 
the contaminated material as part of the project. 


 


  







19 
 


Environmental 


General 
1. In many instances of analyses requiring calculations (e.g. waterborne navigation impacts and 


waterborne and roadway crossing wait times), the DEIS uses an arithmetic mean as a major key 
factor. This is in direct opposition to accepted statistical methodologies, in particular due to the 
project-specific factors. Existing single event conditions (freight trains) are statistically and 
characteristically significantly different and discrete from the proposed additional event 
conditions (passenger trains). The combination of these discrete events will not result in a 
hybrid event equivalent to the arithmetic mean under any circumstances, and should therefore 
not be combined for analysis.  Due to the scope of the project and the potential severity of 
effects to such a large proportion of the public, appropriate transportation industry-accepted 
statistical methodologies, or actual raw data, must be used for accuracy.   


2. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is incomplete in consideration of 
environmental, wetland and wildlife impacts. All Aboard Florida (AAF) should include an 
evaluation of proposed impacts and compensatory mitigation actions for impacts that will occur 
to wetlands, conservation uplands including rare and unique scrub areas, and wildlife including 
all state-listed animal and plant species.   Once the impacts are evaluated and quantified, AAF 
should consider, at a minimum, the following mitigation and monitoring elements to offset 
anticipated natural resource impacts:  rail corridor fencing; strategically placed wildlife crossing 
culverts/tunnels; and specific monitoring studies. 


Air Quality & Vehicle Emissions 
1. Although the DEIS claims a net regional air quality benefit with all alternatives (and it should be 


noted, no hot-spot modeling evaluation was completed), in reality, the air quality impacts will 
be redistributed and concentrated in areas where increased number and duration of crossing 
closures will occur, including Martin County.   


2. In the “Air Quality” section, there is an overall disregard for localized impacts through claiming 
more “regional” benefits.  This claimed “benefit” regionally is at the expense of local 
community air quality. 


Land Use, Noise & Vibration 
1. The DEIS has not addressed the potential noise and vibration effects to the conservation areas 


and passive parks within or adjacent to the project. The High-Speed Ground Transportation 
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, by the USDOT Federal Railroad Administration states 
on Page 3-8, Section 3.2.1 that, “While parks are considered in general to be noise-sensitive 
sites, in some cases actual noise sensitivity depends on how the park is being used. Parks used 
for passive purposes such as reading, meditation, and conversation would be considered more 
noise-sensitive than ones used for sports or other active recreational pursuits.”  The DEIS has 
not included evaluation of potential impacts to the passive parks in proximity to the project, 
including Jonathan Dickenson State Park (JD Park).  Furthermore, the DEIS has identified that 
available research and data regarding impacts to wildlife from high-speed rail noise and 
vibration effects is minimal and/or unavailable.  


2. This project clearly provides an ideal opportunity for AAF to perform pre- and post-project 
monitoring in areas where there is currently no rail operation (E-W corridor) and in areas where 
there is currently conventional rail operation only (N-S corridor, JD Park) to study and quantify 
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potential effects that have so far not been studied.  Provide such a monitoring study, especially 
since the DEIS clearly identifies this as an issue in need of additional information.  


Water Resources and Coastal Zone 
The Attachments includes the following Exhibits that provide information on resources in the Coastal 
Zone. 


Exhibit E - Conservation Lands Map 


Exhibit F - East Coast Greenway Corridor Alignment  


Exhibit G - Jonathan Dickinson State Park Land Use Plan 


Exhibit H - Martin County Banded Scrub Jays Map 


Exhibit I - Scrub Habitat and Scrub Jay Points Map 


Exhibit J - East Coast Greenway Seabranch State Park, Gopher Tortoise Burrow Locations 


Exhibit K1 - Florida Scrub Jay Survey, CR-A1A / SE Dixie Highway Bike Lanes 


Exhibit K2 - Florida Scrub Jay Survey, Jonathan Dickinson State Park 


Exhibit Q - Endangered Florida Perforate Cladonia (Reindeer Lichen) 


Exhibit R - Endangered Mycteria Americana (Wood Stork) 


Exhibit S – Imperiled Species in Jonathan Dickenson State Park 


Wild and Scenic River 
1. Potential impacts to the Northwest Fork of Loxahatchee Wild and Scenic River have been 


notably disregarded based on proximity alone.  It is widely known that the entire Loxahatchee 
River watershed ecological complex, including the Wild and Scenic River, provides outstanding 
habitat for numerous avian species, including endangered, threatened, and migratory bird 
species.  Birds do not contain themselves within the boundaries of the Wild and Scenic corridor.  
They travel throughout the area, including within the FEC corridor.   


2. It is unknown what impact additional trains traveling at a high speed through the area could 
have on avian species as they traverse for feeding, breeding, and nesting activities, or the 
potential for trains to physically come into contact with them.  In the “Air Quality” section, the 
DEIS claims benefits at a regional scale, however, in this section, there is no consideration given 
to regional impacts to wildlife species, particularly avian species, from this project. To assume 
there is no impact does not fulfill the purposes of the DEIS. 


Floodplain & Wetlands 
1. Overall impacts to wetlands and other biological / natural resources are significant under all 


alternatives.  Although some of the impacts may be permitted and allowed to be mitigated for, 
the DEIS does not adequately compile the impacts into a sufficient regional assessment to 
consider the additive and cumulative effects of the project. 


2. There is insufficient data for evaluation of wetland impacts and/or mitigation. No actual 
quantification of wetland impacts, direct or secondary is provided.  Appendix 4.3.3-A Location 
of Impacted Wetlands is only for E-W segment. No maps are provided for N-S corridor and 
Martin County.  Wetlands are located within the proposed area of impact. The DEIS indicated 
that wetlands have been identified and characterized utilizing “readily available data” including 
Florida Land Use and Cover Classification System (FLUCCS), which is a broad high-level general 
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land use survey map for initial informational/planning uses. All federal and state wetland 
delineations require field verification.  It appears that AAF is relying upon inaccurate FLUCCS 
maps (see Exhibit L - Florida Land Use and Cover Classification System (FLUCCS) Map).  


3. DEIS states in Methodology section 4.3.3.1, page 4-65 that, “In addition, field delineations were 
conducted…” and “These delineation provided field confirmation for the occurrence of wetland 
and surface waters…”, but no field dates, notes, reports or maps are provided for the N-S 
corridor of the project including Martin County. Additionally, DIES states in section 4.3.3, “AAF 
has not yet submitted its application for Section 404 authorization to USACE.” Wetland impacts 
are to be evaluated and authorized by both the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) for Federal and State authorization, 
respectively. No information on these evaluations provided beyond those encompassing the 
surface water creeks/waterways as noted in Appendix 5.3.6-B1. Appropriate mitigation to 
offset wetland impacts cannot be determined until actual impacts are quantified and mitigation 
proposals are demonstrated to offset the proposed impacts. 


Threatened & Endangered Species 
1. The DIES fails to identify preserved rare and unique upland areas (scrub) in many places. 


Misidentification of areas as developed/urban when many of these areas, due to Martin 
County’s Comprehensive Growth Management Plan development requirements, have native 
upland and wetland habitat preservation areas, often including rare and unique upland (scrub) 
as identified in recorded documents Preserve Area Management Plans (PAMPs). The DEIS also 
does not address all listed species known to occur in Martin County.  The US Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) and USACE reviews of federally listed animal species only have been provided. 
Multiple state listed animal and plant species, in addition to the federally listed animal species, 
occur throughout the project area. Information regarding these protected species is readily 
available through the FDEP, the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 
(FDACS), and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) and has not been 
addressed in the DEIS to any degree, although the project summary briefly identifies that some 
of the species of state concern are recorded within the project area.  


2. Appendix 4.3.6-A Rare Species Survey indicates that in Martin County, Scrub-Jays were only 
observed within the railroad right-of-way within JD Park and other sensitive conservation areas 
containing suitable habitat. The survey points were performed only immediately along the 
tracks and did not consist of statistically sufficient data points to determine the absence of the 
species in the areas where no presence was recorded during the survey. The areas surveyed 
were not consistent with the areas noted within the North/South Florida Scrub-Jay Consultation 
Area Map located on Page 6 of Appendix 4.3.6-B. The surveys should be expanded in order to 
provide statistically sound data for impact evaluations. Even with the very limited sampling of 
the habitat area, the survey noted that at least one individual did cross the tracks and that 
multiple individuals were sighted from the project area and did flee upon the approach of a 
freight train. However, the surveyors also noted that the train horn was sounded due to the 
presence of the surveyors and a horn sounding would not occur if persons were not present.  


3. The Federal finding noted in Appendix 5.3.6-B2 by USACE was that the proposed rail addition 
“may affect, not likely to adversely affect” Florida scrub-jay. The same findings applied to the 
Blue-tailed mole skink and Florida sand skink are similarly based upon information currently 
available which appears to be based upon the presence of suitable habitat as noted on the 
FLUCCS maps only and is conditioned by the statement “Additional surveys are being 
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completed by the applicant…” in Appendices 5.3.6-B3 through 5.3.6-B5. No discrete or site-
specific information, surveys, evaluations or proposals are provided for the state listed species. 
No finding by any relevant state agencies regarding potential impacts to state listed species, not 
addressed at the federal level but mentioned in page S-15 of the DEIS, have been provided. No 
impacts or mitigation measures have been evaluated by AAF for the state listed (non-federal) 
animals and plants which have been officially recorded in the project area that may be affected 
by the project. Particular listed species of concern have been omitted from the plant species 
appendices (4.3.3-A1 and 4.3.3-A2), such as the four-petal paw paw. Additionally, the state and 
federally listed American alligator is similarly omitted from any evaluation or discussion.  Not 
enough information has been provided to fully evaluate the exclusion of key species or habitats, 
so the examples are singly noticed and not meant to be exclusive. The DEIS should provide full 
background information including readily available state species lists and preferred habitat 
maps. 


4. The DEIS states that “The USACE, the lead federal agency for Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
compliance, assessed the effects of the Project on federally listed species.  The USACE found 
that the Project is ‘not likely to adversely affect’ the wood stork, the eastern indigo snake, the 
West Indian manatee, and the Florida scrub jay; and may affect, but is not likely to adversely 
affect, the blue-tailed mole skink or the Florida sand skink.  United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) have concurred with this 
finding.”  The USFWS and NOAA / NMFS are the federal agencies designated for administering 
the ESA, not the USACE.   For any agency other than the USFWS and NOAA/NMFS to take the 
lead on threatened and endangered species issues related to a project of this size and scope is 
inappropriate, irresponsible, and very likely an inaccurate assessment of the true wildlife 
impacts.   


5. Page 5-121 of the DEIS states that the project “May effect [sic], but is not likely to adversely 
impact the Florida scrub-jay.  Habitat documented to be used by this species is outside of the 
proposed work area.”  This statement is an example of USACE’s inability to fairly and accurately 
assess impacts to threatened and endangered species.  This proposed project traverses directly 
through Florida scrub-jay critical habitat, through Jonathan Dickinson State Park, Hobe Sound 
National Wildlife Refuge, and Savannas State Preserve just to name a few.  Impacts to Florida 
scrub-jays are certain.  Many other species threatened, endangered and otherwise, will also 
most certainly be impacted by this project through crossing impacts alone.   


6. Impact avoidance/mitigation measures are not provided for any listed plant species known to 
occur in the project area. Mitigation is not proposed for any potentially affected state-listed 
upland animal species. Although a wildlife crossing is proposed for the E-W project corridor, no 
wildlife crossings are proposed for the N-S corridor, which, by design, will be experiencing the 
same cumulative increase in impacts as the E-W corridor during the operational phase. The 
existence of current event generated impacts does not inherently invalidate any and all future 
impacts, which must be scientifically quantified before determining significance. Appendix 
5.3.6-A1 acknowledges that potential actions are to consider installing fencing along the 
corridor to prevent scrub-jay collisions but that fencing may impede other species. However, 
this impediment could be mitigated by the provision of wildlife crossing structures. Based upon 
the significant increase in number of train passages/events and the significantly increased 
speeds of those events, the project is likely to result in impacts to wildlife above and beyond 
the existing rail operations. The DEIS has not provided any information to demonstrate no 
increase in impacts or to quantify potential impacts.  
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7. Additional information is needed on impact where curvature of rail will be needed, specifically 
impact to scrub jay and gopher tortoises (see Exhibit J - Gopher Tortoise Burrow Locations and 
Exhibit K - Scrub Jay Survey).  


     
8. The meeting minutes referenced in Appendix 5.3.6-A indicate that one of the “solutions” for 


Florida scrub-jay impacts is fencing.  Fencing would only exacerbate other wildlife impacts, 
especially in areas where prescribed fire is frequently used as a habitat management tool.  
Animals would be trapped from crossing where they need to for numerous purposes with 
fencing in place.  Additional trains will increase the risk for all wildlife. 


9. This entire DEIS process is based on an incomplete wildlife assessment by an agency (USACE) 
whose mission does not include ESA administration.  The entire portion of the DEIS that 
assessed potential impacts to wildlife should be re-done, by the correct lead agency (USFWS), 
taking into account the entire regional impacts to wildlife species, including but not limited to 
crossing impacts, regional and sub-regional migration, habitat fragmentation, loss of habitat, 
etc.  The wildlife impact assessment of the DEIS is woefully inadequate, and to come to the 
conclusion that in almost all cases there would be “no adverse impact” with any of the 
alternatives is an example of either the consulting agency’s inexperience / inability to consult 
on wildlife impacts, or a conscious disregard for existing law and the resources protected under 
the ESA.  From the meeting minutes referenced in Appendix 5.3.6-A, it seems that all federal 
agency personnel who discussed wildlife impacts did so without regard to cumulative and 
regional impacts. 


10. The “Imperiled Species” section (pp 46- 55) of the Jonathan Dickenson State Park Management 
Plan (See Exhibit S) identifies flora species that that are designated as “Endangered” by the 
federal government (i.e., four-petal paw-paw, perforated reindeer lichen and Small’s milkwort) 
and which therefore should have been analyzed in the DEIS).  The plan was updated during 
2011-2012, and approved on June 15, 2012.   


11. Many of the other imperiled species that are identified in Table 2 (See Exhibit S) and described 
in pp 47 – 53 are wetland dependent.  Because the existing FEC tracks, which are to be widened 
to double or triple-tracks in JDSP also traverse wetlands, and because no information is 
provided on the potential impacts on wetlands within the North-South stretch of the AAF 
project, potential adverse impacts on wetland-dependent threatened and endangered species 
should be addressed in the EIS. 
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12. Page 3-6 of the DEIS identifies that the listed species assessment did not include an evaluation 
of plants.  It certainly should have, as the proposed changes to the existing rail line could have 
an adverse effect on any of these species – particularly if the widened tracks and frequency of 
their use negatively affect Jonathan Dickenson State Park’s ability to implement their fire 
management protocols. 


13. The Institute of Systematic Botany has a searchable website called the Atlas of Florida Vascular 
Plants http://florida.plantatlas.usf.edu/Default.aspx.  All plant species that are designated by 
the state as threatened or endangered which are known to occur in Martin County, can be 
found on the website   Tillandsia balbisiana (FL-Threatened), Tillandsia fasciculata (FL- 
Endangered), Tillandsia flexuosa (FL-Endangered) and Tillandsia utriculata (FL-Endangered) and 
several others, all of which occur in Martin Co were not included in Table 4.3.6-5 of the DEIS.  If 
these listed plants that occur in Martin Co were omitted, I’m sure that the list for all the 
counties included in the limits of the project will be considerably longer. 


  



http://florida.plantatlas.usf.edu/Default.aspx
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Social, Economic & Community Impacts 


Environmental Justice  
1. Environmental Justice Populations in Martin County were not identified. 


a. Martin County and Stuart are excluded from Section 4.4.1 Communities and 
Demographics and 4.4.1.2 Affected Environment (Table 4.4.1-1). 


b. Martin County was not consulted and County historic resources were not included in 
Section 4.4.5-2 Designated Cultural Resources. 


2. There are 4 (four) Title I Schools located within the vicinity of the All Aboard Florida (AAF) 
project (see Exhibit M - Environmental Justice and Title 1 Schools Map).  Title I was established 
by the federal government to provide funding to local school districts to improve the academic 
achievement of disadvantaged students. “Disadvantaged” students are defined by the 
legislation as students who come from low-income families. The two largest percentages of free 
and reduced lunch recipients are from J.D. Parker (75.56%) and Port Salerno Elementary 
(62.27%). 


3. The athletic fields used by Port Salerno Elementary and Port Salerno Boys and Girls Club are 
adjacent to the rail corridor.  Analysis of the noise and vibration impacts are missing from the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 


 
Port Salerno Elementary and Boys & Girls Club 
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4. The playground for the Hobe Sound Early Learning Center is adjacent to the rail corridor. The 
majority of the students at the school receive free or reduced tuition.  Analysis of the noise and 
vibration impacts are missing from the DEIS. 


 
Hobe Sound Early Learning Center 


5. Analysis of Impacts to Small Business Owners is missing from DEIS. There are many small 
businesses, located within Community Redevelopment Areas (CRAs), which will be significantly 
impacted including the historic Pettway Market that is owned and operated by the Pettway 
family in Hobe Sound. 


6. Labor Force Mobility within the CRAs, where residents walk or bike to work, was not considered 


7. Impacts to the limited English speaking population in the Golden Gate CRA are not addressed. 


8. The impact of increased noise and vibration on elderly residents was not addressed.  


9. Martin County minority populations are not addressed in DEIS. East Stuart is the only minority 
area identified in Figure 5-1f in Appendix 4.4.2-A_Minority-Populations. 


10. Martin County poverty populations are not addressed. East Stuart is the only poverty 
population identified in Figure 5-2f in Appendix 4.4.2-B_Poverty Populations. 


11. A sealed corridor will direct pedestrians to cross the tracks at grade crossings.  At the 10 
crossings where there are no pedestrian facilities (see Exhibit A), people will be forced to walk 
across the rail in the roadway with vehicle traffic if not provided. 


Hobe Sound Early Learning Center 
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Family Crossing Tracks in Roadway after Trip to Pettway Market (No Pedestrian Facilities)  


 


 
Skateboarder Crossing Tracks in Roadway (No Pedestrian Facilities) 


END OF SIDEWALK 
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Bicyclists in Jonathan Dickenson State Park (No Pedestrian Facilities) 


12. Additional information is needed on the seven locations, listed on page 3-36 of the DEIS, where 
the curvature of the rail will be reduced to allow higher operating speeds. Reducing the 
curvature may reduce the vegetative buffer.  The buffer in the vicinity of Cove Road separates 
the rail from the Manatee Creek Neighborhood Park. 


 
Manatee Creek Neighborhood Park adjacent to FEC Corridor 
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Community Redevelopment Areas  


1. The FEC corridor bisects 5 (five) Community Redevelopment Areas (CRAs) that are not 
identified in the DEIS (see Exhibit M - Environmental Justice and Title 1 Schools Map). 


2. The effect of railroad traffic, noise, and vibration in the County’s five affected CRAs revealed 
distinct characteristics that show a negative deviation and disproportionate representation 
when compared to a County wide datum (see Exhibit N – Martin County Community 
Redevelopment Area Report). 


3. The Old Palm City CRA is not located near the FEC corridor, but waterfront property owners and 
residents using the Leighton Park boat ramp must pass through the St. Lucie River Railroad 
Bridge to access the Intracoastal Waterway and the St. Lucie Inlet.  The Martin County Property 
Appraiser is still evaluating the impact the increased rail bridge closures will have on Palm City 
property values. 


 
4. Under Florida law (Chapter 163, Part III), local governments are able to designate areas as 


Community Redevelopment Areas when certain conditions exist. Examples of conditions that 
can support the creation of a CRA include, but are not limited to: the presence of substandard 
or inadequate structures, a shortage of affordable housing, inadequate infrastructure, 
insufficient roadways, and inadequate parking. To document that the required conditions exist, 
the local government must survey the proposed redevelopment area and prepare a Finding of 
Necessity. If the Finding of Necessity determines that the required conditions exist, the local 
government may create a Community Redevelopment Area to provide the tools needed to 
foster and support redevelopment of the targeted area. 
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5. CRAs utilize tax increment financing (TIF) to fund capital improvements and redevelopment 
activities. The dollar value of all real property in the CRA is determined as of a fixed date, also 
known as the “frozen value.” Taxing authorities, who contribute to the tax increment, continue 
to receive property tax revenues based on the frozen value. These frozen value revenues are 
available for general government purposes. However, any tax revenues from increases in real 
property value, referred to as “increment,” are deposited into the CRA Trust Fund and 
dedicated to the redevelopment area. If property values adjacent to the rail corridor decline, 
the funding available for redevelopment will be reduced or eliminated.  


6. The potential impacts on property values within the CRA’s are analyzed in Exhibit N - Martin 
County Community Redevelopment Area Report.  The analysis reveals that the passenger rail 
project may reduce property values within the buffer areas. 


              
Salerno CRA Residence   Salerno CRA Small Business 


7. Primary modes of transportation in the CRAs are walking and bicycles.  


 
Landscape Business Adjacent to FEC Corridor in Golden Gate 
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There are several well-worn pedestrian paths across the rail corridor between destinations.  


 
Path between Golden Gate Neighborhood and Walmart 


      
Path between Hobe Sound Boys and Girl Club and Bible College 


 


8. The DEIS did not consider negative impacts to small businesses along the rail corridor in the 
CRAs. 


  


Hobe Sound Bible 


College 
Hobe Sound  


Boys and Girls Club 
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Fiscal and Economic Impact 


1. Frequency of maintenance on Class VI grade crossings was not addressed in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 


2. Crossing rehabilitation costs have been escalating and are not competitively bid.  The DEIS does 
not address the additional cost to maintain the new facilities and 90% plans have not been 
provided in order for Martin County to evaluate impacts. 


3. Crossing agreements are outdated and overburden the tax payer.  Martin County requests that 
FEC renegotiate all grade crossing agreements. 


4. If AAF defaults on loan, FEC gets windfall of double track without the risk. 


5. Negative impacts to Marine Industries and Tourism were not adequately addressed. 


6. The DEIS (Page 4-113) uses a study conducted in 1995 in Martin and St. Lucie Counties to 
demonstrate that between the two counties, fishing in the Indian River Lagoon contributes 
$82.1 million dollars, with boating adding an additional $12.4 million.  There is no mention that, 
in Martin County alone, it is estimated the marine industry alone has a yearly impact of over 
$500 million dollars and supports more than five thousand jobs according to data provided by 
the Martin Business Development Board, which is readily available.  


7. Reduced property values were not addressed.  The Martin County Property Appraiser provided 
the following data to the Realtor Association of Martin County to help them determine the 
impact of the project on property values (See Exhibit O – Letter from Realtor Association of 
Martin County).  There are 2,826 properties within the 400 foot buffer; 7,337 properties within 
the 1,000 foot buffer and 3,566 waterfront properties west of the St. Lucie River Rail Bridge. 


8. Reduced home sales along corridor were not addressed. 


9. Financial impact to Community Redevelopment Area Taxed Increment Financing (CRA TIF) and 
small businesses was not addressed. 


10. If County and/or cities request Quiet Zones, liability would transfer to tax payers through 
revised Agreements. 
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Demographics 


Population 
Table 4.4.1-1 on Page 4-104 does not list the City of Stuart as being crossed by the project. 


Minority Population (Page 4-108) 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) report uses data from the American Community 
Survey (ACS), 2007-2011, 5-year estimates.  The ACS is a survey of a small percentage of the 
population each year.  The ACS is a 5 year estimate.  The 2010 Census data were available at the time 
data was collected (accessed August 13, 2013), which would have provided better detail than the 
ACS.  Given that AAF will run through five Community Redevelopment Areas (CRAs) with higher 
concentrations of minority, the 2010 Census data should be used for accuracy.  


Low income population (Page 4-109)   
The DEIS uses data from the ACS, 2006-2010 5-year estimates.  The 2010 Census would have 
provided a much clearer picture of poverty.  Given that AAF will run through five CRAs with higher 
concentrations of minority and low-income, the 2010 Census data should be used for accuracy.   As 
well, using this specific five year average (2006-2010) would skew the numbers further, as the 
economy took a tremendous turn in that five year period. 


Labor force (Page 4-112) 
 
See comments above.  Data was taken from the 2007-2011 5-year ACS, accessed August 13, 2013.  
This is not the best available data and not professionally acceptable. Also, the time period that is 
average is during the economic downtown. 


Marine Industry (Page 4-113) 
The DEIS uses a study conducted in 1995 in Martin and St. Lucie Counties to demonstrate that 
between the two counties, fishing in the Indian River Lagoon contributes $82.1 million dollars, with 
boating adding an additional $12.4 million.  There is no mention that, in Martin County alone, it is 
estimated the marine industry alone has a yearly impact of over $500 million dollars and supports 
more than five thousand jobs according to data provided by the Martin Business Development Board 
readily available.  
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Consistency with Comprehensive Growth Management Plan (CGMP) 


On Page 5-3 the DEIS states: 


“Martin County discusses the many positive effects of higher speed rail on transportation systems in 
its Comprehensive Growth Management Plan (Martin County, Division of Community Planning 
2013). One of the goals of the County is to develop and implement a transportation network that is 
coordinated and consistent with municipal, county, regional, state, and federal planning programs. 
Martin County desires to plan for comprehensive long‐range transportation needs, including a 
Florida higher speed railway. The County further desires to collaborate with the Florida High Speed 
Rail Authority (FHSRA) and a rail service provider to establish service between Martin County and 
nearby major regional hubs such as Port St. Lucie, Palm Beach County, and points beyond. The N‐S 
Corridor would be consistent with Martin County planning goals and objectives.” 


In Section 5.3.D.1, the Martin CGMP states: 


The frequency and length of freight trains on the main Florida East Coast Railway corridor are 
significant physical barriers that impede the level of service on most major roadways. Delays are 
usually due to long trains and track repairs. 


In the Goals, Objectives and Policies of the Martin CGMP, the following two policies address passenger 
rail. 


Policy 5.5E.2. Encourage passenger rail service. The County should encourage passenger rail service 
to Indiantown and Stuart, including Amtrak and Tri-rail, and shall explore all possible financial and 
political means to implement this policy.  


Policy 5.5E.3. Encourage commuter and intercity rail. The County shall continue to participate with 
state, regional and local agencies to encourage the establishment of commuter rail and intercity 
travel in Martin County. 


All Aboard Florida does nothing to implement these policies since there are no stops in Martin County 
to establish commuter and intercity travel. 
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Attachments 


 


Exhibit Description 


A. Martin County Pedestrian Crossings 


B. Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) at FEC Crossings 


C. Vessel Traffic Data, Taylor Engineering, Inc. 


D. Letter from McCulley Marine Services, Inc. dated March 12, 2014 


E. Martin County Conservation Lands Map  


F. East Coast Greenway Corridor Alignment 


G. Johnathan Dickenson State Park Land Use Plan 


H. Martin County Barded Scrub Jays Map 


I. Scrub Habitat and Scrub Jay Points Map 


J. East Coast Greenway Seabranch State Park – Gopher Tortoise Burrow Locations 


K1. Florida Scrub Jay Survey, CR-A1A / Dixie Highway Bike Lanes 


K2. Florida Scrub Jay Survey, Jonathan Dickenson State Park  


L. Florida Land Use and Cover Classification System (FLUCCS) Map 


M. Environmental Justice and Title I Schools Map 


N. Martin County Community Redevelopment Area Report 


O. Letter from Realtor Association of Martin County dated November 13, 2014 


P Letter from Florida Department of Environmental Protection dated Nov. 24, 2014 


Q Endangered Florida Perforate Cladonia (Reindeer Lichen) 


R Endangered Mycteria Americana (Wood Stork) 


S Jonathan Dickenson State Park Management Plan , Pages 46 - 55 
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MILE
POST


FEET LOCATION AADT


280 4653 SE COUNTY LINE ROAD 2,580                     


J DICKENSON PARK


274 3014 SE GLEASON STREET n/a


274 343 SE BRIDGE ROAD 8,072                     


272 3434 SE PETTWAY STREET n/a


271 2106 SE CROSS RIP STREET 2,455                     


270 4697 SE OSPREY STREET 1,882                     


268 3364 SE DIXIE HIGHWAY 5,692                     


267 747 SE COVE RD 12,095                   


266 4043 SE BROWARD STREET n/a


266 2943 SE SALERNO RD                                                                               7,365 


266 2427 SE SEAWARD STREET n/a


264 2081 SE INDIAN STREET 21,523                   


SE MONTEREY ROAD 23,391                   


SE DIXIE HIGHWAY 5,796                     


SE FLORIDA STREET n/a


SE DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. BOULEVARD n/a


261 3322 S COLORARO AVE 11,918                   


SW ST. LUCIE AVENUE n/a


NW FERN STREET n/a


260 145 NE ALICE STREET n/a


256 4094 NE DIXIE HIGHWAY                      5,330 


257 1804 NE PALMETTO AVENUE n/a


OCEAN BREEZE


NE JENSEN BEACH BOULEVARD 20,384                   


NE 1ST STREET n/a


255 2680 NE SKYLINE DRIVE 1,952                     


255 1593 NE COUNTY LINE ROAD n/a
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St. Lucie River Railroad Bridge Boat Count Project 


Project Summary 


Introduction 


 The Martin County Board of County Commissioners seeks to better understand the level of 


boating traffic at and around the St. Lucie River Railroad Bridge. The impetus for this derives from a plan 


by All Aboard Florida – Operations LLC (AAF) to develop passenger rail traffic between south Florida and 


Orlando. Impacts from this project include a projected additional 32 trains (made up of both 


northbound and southbound trains) crossing the St. Lucie River daily. These trips will result in additional 


bridge closings and subsequent impacts to navigation. The St. Lucie River Railroad Bridge Boat Count 


Project (Project) seeks to accurately count the number of boats passing through the bridge during 


daylight hours. The project is also collecting ancillary data associated with bridge operations. 


 


Equipment 


 The Project involves collecting and analyzing time lapse 


video of the St. Lucie River Railroad Bridge opening during daylight 


hours over a one year period. The centerpiece of the video system 


is a Brinno TLC 200 TimeLapse HD Video Camera (Figure 1). The 


relatively inexpensive camera is powered by 4 standard AA 


batteries and records data directly to removable SD format memory 


cards (32 GB max). Table 1 displays customized settings applied 


throughout the Project after some 


minor experimentation early in the 


process. The capture rate defines how 


frequently the camera records a 


frame of video – in this case every 20 


seconds. The capture rate was first 


estimated based on the camera positions and expected vessel speed through the field of view. Trial and 


error during the initial deployment confirmed that 20 seconds is the appropriate value. The camera 


automatically stitches sequential images together to produce an AVI format video file. All data are 


Figure 1. Brinno TLC 200 TimeLapse HD 
Video Camera inside ATH110 Weather 
Resistant Housing 


Table 1. Standard Camera Settings 


Parameter Setting 


Capture Rate 20 seconds 


AVI Frame Rate 5 fps 


Band Filter None 


LED Display On 


Output Resolution 1280x720 pixels 


Time & Date Set On 


Low Light Off 


Time Stamp On 


Image Quality Best 


Firmware V 1.00.0 and V 1.02.3 
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stored on the 32 GB SD card. The combination of capture rate, 4 AA batteries, and 32 GB of storage yield 


an average deployment of approximately 32 days. 


  Each camera was protected by a double layer of 


weather resistant housing. The first layer involved placing the 


camera inside an ATH110 Weather Resistant Housing (Figure 


1). Next, the Project team developed a custom housing made 


from standard 4” PVC fittings to provide additional protection 


from the elements and to facilitate mounting (Figure 2).  The 


combined weather protection has provided excellent results 


to date.  


 The Project deploys 2 cameras with slightly different 


orientations to capture boat traffic. The cameras are installed 


on the former Dixie Highway Bridge immediately west of the railroad bridge location (Figure 3). Each 


PVC housing is secured to a bridge pile via two hose camps (Figure 4). The external housings have been 


painted to blend with the piles in an effort to deter vandalism.  


 


Figure 3. Camera positions relative to bridge 


 


Maintenance 


 On average every 28 to 32 days, a Project field team services the cameras. Arriving by boat, the 


field team first secures the boat to the pile, loosens the top hose camp, and moves the PVC housing to 


the boat. There they remove the camera from the two housings, install 4 fresh AA batteries, and swap 


Figure 2. Custom 4" PVC housing 
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out the SD memory card with a newly formatted blank card. 


They confirm that the camera operated correctly by checking 


that the SD card contains recorded data. The field team 


recalibrates the camera’s internal date and time, examines 


the camera’s lens and internal housing for any signs of 


clouding (treating with Rain-X when warranted), and begins 


recording video. They replace the camera in the housings 


and return the housing to the channel marker pile ensuring 


the correct field of view is maintained. The same procedure 


then occurs at the second camera. Finally, before leaving the 


scene, the field crew runs the boat through a slow back and 


forth pattern within the cameras’ field of view. This portion 


of the video provides a reference for video processors since 


the dimensions of the field crew’s boat are known. 


 


Video Processing 


 With the SD memory cards in hand, a quick quality 


control procedure occurs. The check involves opening each file 


to identify the timestamp associated with the first frame of the video. The file is subsequently renamed 


to help identify the location and time period associated with the data. An example of the filename 


convention is: 


“CC_YYYY-MM-DD_HHMMSS.AVI” 


where CC differentiates the two cameras (C4 or C5), YYYY-MM-DD is the year, month, and day 


associated with the first frame of the video (e.g., 2014-06-08), and HHMMSS is the time stamp of the 


first frame (e.g., 062152  06 = hour (24 hr clock), 21 = minutes, and 52 = seconds).  


 Video processing results in vessel data entry into a spreadsheet. Reviewers proceed frame-by-


frame through the videos and record an entry for each boat observed. Jet skis, kayaks, and 


paddleboards, as well as boats not passing through the draw span of the bridge are ignored. Entries 


include the date/time, direction of travel, and a visual assessment of whether the boat could pass under 


the bridge when closed. On heavy traffic days, determining the sequence of boats passing through the 


bridge requires careful processing as multiple vessels can appear in a single frame.  


 In addition to the boat data, the cameras also record bridge operations. At each bridge closure, 


reviewers record the date/time stamps of a) the first movement of bridge closure, b) the first frame 


showing the passing train (if any), c) the last frame of the passing train (if any), and d) the first frame of 


the bridge opening. Both the opening and closing operations consistently run between 80 and 100 


seconds (assumed average of 90 seconds). In some instances, the bridge will close without a train 


crossing. These closures appear to facilitate maintenance operations on the bridge.  


 Finally, the cameras are set to operate during daylight hours. Each day as the sun sets, the 


cameras enter sleep mode to conserve both battery power and memory space. Tests activating the low 


light function of the camera during evening hours proved ineffective. Often when the camera either 


Figure 4. Installed camera housing 
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enters or comes out of sleep mode the bridge is in the down position. Reviewers record only observed 


data, so the beginning bridge motion (at dawn) or ending bridge motion (at dusk) may not be visible on 


the video and are therefore omitted from the spreadsheet. Such entries include a note describing the 


scene. 


 


Data Processing 


 Periodically, the raw data are transferred to a master spreadsheet for further processing and 


statistical analysis. The master spreadsheet contains the entire vessel and bridge operation record. The 


spreadsheet calculates a variety of summary statistics for the period of record including the number of 


boats for each hour of the day for all days in the record. Several histograms present data on the 


distribution of boats by hour, by direction, and by ability to pass the bridge when closed. Taylor 


Engineering provides a summary report to Martin County monthly.  
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Summary Statistics 


The summary statistics presented below cover the period from June 12, 2014 to August 31, 2014. All 


data represent daylight hours only. During this period reviewers have counted 19,756 boats. 


Month Days 


Total 
Boats 


Counted 


Average 
Boats 


per Day  


 


 
 


       
Jun-14 19 5204 273.9          
Jul-14 31 7091 228.7          


Aug-14 31 7461 240.7          
 


  
   
   
   
   
   
   


     
 


 
 


       


Day of 
Week 


Total 
Boats 


Counted Count 


Average 
Boats 


Counted      


 


   
Sun 6638 12 553.2           
Mon 1232 11 112.0           
Tues 1156 11 105.1           
Wed 1148 11 104.4           
Thurs 1381 12 115.1           


Fri 2780 12 231.7           
Sat 5421 12 451.8           


 19756            
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     McCulley Marine Services, Inc. 
2309 N. Old Dixie Hwy.  Phone 772.489.6069 
Fort Pierce, FL 34946 The Artificial Reef Builders 


 
Fax 772.460.9701 


March 12, 2014 
 
Rear Admiral John H. Korn 
Commander 
Seventh Coast Guard District 
 
RE:  Complaint – Florida East Coast Railroad Bridge, mile 7.4 at Stuart, FL 
 
Dear Sir, 


 McCulley Marine Services, Inc. believes that the intended schedule of the All Aboard 
Florida rail service over the Florida East Coast Railroad Bridge, mile 7.4 at Stuart, FL will 
unreasonably obstruct the free navigation of the Okeechobee Waterway.  Therefore this is a 
formal complaint according to 33 CFR 116.05. 


 At a rate of two trains per hour and at least 16 minutes of closure per train (per 33 
CFR 117.317), the bridge will remain closed for a minimum of 32 minutes per hour.  This is 
only inclusive of the All Aboard Florida rail service.  The bridge will also continue to serve 
freight service as well, perhaps one to two additional trains in a given hour.  Current 
estimates indicate the bridge will be open less than 20 minutes per hour.  This presents a 
number of problems.   


 For one, the time the bridge is open may not be sufficient to allow accumulated 
traffic to clear before the next closure.  Two-way traffic through the bridge during the short 
periods of navigability will present a hazard to navigation.  Vessel operators will use 
excessive speeds, and will ignore rules of the road in order to get through.  Accidents will 
occur. 


 Secondly, the geography of the location presents additional hazards.  The Florida 
East Coast Railroad Bridge and the Roosevelt Bridge both share mile marker 7.4.  These 
bridges are only 200 feet apart and are offset by more than ten degrees.  A tug and tow 
making the passage must wait for ideal tidal conditions, specifically slack tide, in order to 
pass safely.  Slack tide conditions allow for only a twenty minute window, four times per 
day.  The anticipated schedule for the rail service may make the bridge impassable to a tug 
and tow.  This would be in violation of the bridge’s permit and is a violation of 33 U.S. Code 
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§ 512, which reads “No bridge shall at any time unreasonably obstruct the free navigation 
of any navigable waters of the United States.” 


 An obstruction of the Okeechobee waterway has far reaching consequences.  The 
OWW is a vital link between the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts.  This artery connects the M-95 
and M-10 Marine Highway Corridors and the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway and Gulf 
Intracoastal Waterway.  Going around the Florida Peninsula instead of crossing it adds over 
three hundred miles to a vessel’s voyage.  This waterway also reduces congestion and 
bridge openings on the southern Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway by providing an additional 
route from one side of the state to other.   


 In closing, we believe it is in best interest of the maritime community, that the All 
Aboard Florida Rail Service not utilize the existing Florida East Coast Railroad Bridge.  It 
would represent a hazard to navigation, an obstruction to navigation, and an impediment 
to commerce in violation of the U.S. Code. 


 
Respectfully, 
 
 
John W. McCulley 
President 
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From: Hillary Gropp
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Martin County Resident
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 11:19:56 AM

Greetings,

In the past several months, there has been much reporting in the local news with regards to the
 All Aboard Florida.
With time drawing to a conclusion for public comments, I thought I better send mine.

I am a native Floridian, born and raised in Jacksonville, however, I have resided in Martin
 County for the past 25+ years.
It is my opinion that AAF will adversely affect this region, with few, if any benefits to our
 economy. It is a long held opinion that certain external factors can determine the value of real
 estate, and train tracks/schedules is on of the top. This belief can be swayed either way, for
 instance, if public transportation is a priority in a urban setting, living close to a train station
 has an inherent value of convenience. However, this is not the situation for Martin County, as
 there will not be a train station situated locally.

Since the tracks involved for AAF are located in the eastern portion of the county, this will be
 a negative for the population, both personally and professionally, and likely economically too.
 The benefit to our region is nil. Even more thought provoking is the future success of AAF
 altogether, with rider use unproven to date.
It seems to make more sense to use the tracks that are located in the western portion of the
 county for AAF. It will be more efficient for the purposes of AAF and far less disruptive to
 the residents of Martin County.

Thank you for your attention to this email.

Sincerely,
Hillary Gropp
PO Box 1518
Palm City, FL 34991

mailto:hangropp@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Liz Hall
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Martin County speaks
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 1:19:12 PM

Hello,
We are residents in Martin County Florida and have been for 14 years.  We do not
 need nor do we want All Aboard Florida to come  in our area.  

32 Trains each day traveling at high speeds will disrupt life for all residents in
 Martin County.  The railroad runs along the very eastern part of our county in the
 heart of our cities and communities.  The major hospital in Martin County sits east
 of the the railroad tracks with most of the County residents living west of the
 tracks.  This hospital is the main hospital for Cardiac Care!  My husband has a
 chronic Cardiac condition and has needed emergency Cardiac care several times in
 the past, the new AAF will disrupt the traffic flow between us and the Cardiac Care
 Hospital!

Overall AAF will disrupt life in and around Stuart, Florida!  Our doctors, our
 church, community service organizations  and many of our shopping centers will
 be impacted by this train.  The residents in our area do not want or need AAF!  We
 have numerous RR crossings in the Stuart area.  All the major east west roads cross
 the railroad in Stuart.  The tie ups in everyday traffic will be disruptive to all
 commerce in Martin County as well as disruptive to everyday life of its resident!!

The idea that AAF will borrow money from the Federal Government is the most
 outrageous idea yet!  Who provides the Federal Government with the money for
 the loan?  Us, all the citizens of the great USA!  I do not want to be party to
 funding this AAF crazy idea of placing 32 fast moving trains along a congested
 area of the Florida east coast communities to benefit a few business people.  In the
 end it will not be profitable and the residents will be left with a nightmare to clean
 up.

Please, do not ruin our way of life here in this beautiful area of Florida!

Thank You,
Elizabeth and Donald Hall
Stuart, FL 

mailto:lizhall914@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: JayBelichick@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Martin County, Florida Proposed AAF passenger train route
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 11:09:27 AM

I would like to go on record as being OPPOSED to bringing passenger rail trains through Stuart, Florida
 (Martin County). With proposed 32 time a day the trains will cross over our bridges is questionable due to
 the fact the bridge crossing at the Old Roosevelt bridge is very old and would likely be susceptable to
 damages or closures that eventually would have to be repaired or the draw bridge replaced. This is one
 major concern and it will also have significant impact on boaters going to or from the ocean. In addition
  from a logical point of view  I'm not sure the existing tracks would accommodate this significant increase
 in rail traffic?
Thanks in advance for recording my NO VOTE FOR AFF.
John Belichick
4228 S. E. Rainbows End
Stuart, Florida 34997
772-283-7373     

mailto:JayBelichick@aol.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Domenica Labbate on behalf of Ed Fielding
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Martin County"s Comments - Part 2
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 3:59:35 PM
Attachments: MartinCountyComments2_AAF.pdf
Importance: High

Attached – Part 2 Martin County comments on AAF.
Part 3 to follow.
  

"The comments and opinions expressed herein are those of the author of this message and may not reflect the policies of the Martin County Board
 of County Commissioners. Under Florida Law, email addresses are public records. If you do not want your email address released in response to a

 public records request do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing." 

 Click here to subscribe to Martin County’s e-Newsletter

mailto:dlabbate@martin.fl.us
mailto:efieldin@martin.fl.us
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
http://www.martin.fl.us/portal/page?_pageid=356,4440075&_dad=portal&_schema=PORTAL
http://visitor.r20.constantcontact.com/manage/optin/ea?v=001WFINQJWcy-aY5xj2Ln30YQ%3D%3D
http://visitor.r20.constantcontact.com/manage/optin/ea?v=001WFINQJWcy-aY5xj2Ln30YQ%3D%3D
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FLORIDA SCRUB-JAY SURVEY


(APHELOCOMA COERULESCENS COERULESCENS)


MARTIN COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS


S. E. DIXIE HIGHWAY BIKE LANES


FM NUMBER 431649-1-58-01


1.00 INTRODUCTION


The following Florida Scrub-Jay Survey of the SE Dixie Highway Bike Lanes project site


was conducted by Hobe Sound Environmental Consultants, Inc. (HSE).  The project corridor is


approximately 4380 linear feet and runs from US 1 to Saturn Street, Hobe Sound, Section 6 & 7,


Township 39S, Range 42E, Martin County, Florida (Latitude: 27°02'45.014" and Longitude:-


80°07'11.524") (Figures 1,2 and 3 of 10) The project scope consists of the widening of CR A1A /


SE Dixie Highway from 10 to 12 feet, to provide 5-foot wide on-road bike lanes on each side of the


road. The project will also include associated activities including: clearing / excavating: new road


base; new asphalt paving: signing and pavement marking; new bahia sod at disturbed areas /erosion


control; and maintenance of traffic. The project will be completed within the existing Martin County


right-of-way (ROW).


 


The property  corridor is dominated by disturbed land, residential and commercial property,


roadways and upland scrub.  The most common species  that were located  within the Corridor were:


sand live oak (Quercus geminata) and sand pine (Pinus clausa). Dominant understory vegetation


includes myrtle oak (Quercus myrtifolia), runner oak (Quercus minima), Chapman’s oak (Quercus


chapmanii), scrub hickory (Carya floridana), tallowwood (Ximenia americana), saw palmetto


(Serona repens), and rosemary (Ceratiola ericoides).  Groundcover is sparse with many open sandy


areas  and includes day flower (Commelina erecta), gopher apple (Lucania michauxii), prickly-pear


cactus (Opuntia humifusa), sand spike-moss (Selaginella arenicola), giant wild pine (Tillandsia


utriculata) and lichen (Cladonia prostrata).  Adjacent properties include The Hobe Sound National
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Wildlife Refuge, Florida East Coast Railroad right-of -way, commercial / residential properties and


the South Martin Regional Utility. HSE was retained by Martin County to conduct a Florida scrub


jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens  coerulescens) survey on the project site since a small amount of


Florida scrub jay habitat is located within the project boundaries and large amounts of habitat exist


on adjacent properties, mostly to the west and south.  This report documents the methodologies and


results of the Florida scrub-jay survey that HSE biologists conducted from 03 through 07 September


and 30 September 2012, within the project right-of-way.


2.00 METHODOLOGIES


2.01 Objectives


HSE conducted a systematic survey for the presence of the Florida scrub-jay


according to protocol set forth in Ecological and Development-Related Habitat


Requirements of the Florida Scrub Jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens coerulescens), Non-Game


Wildlife Program Technical Report #8, Office of Environmental Services, Florida Game and


Fresh Water Fish Commission (now known as Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation


Commission (FFWCC)], April 1991 and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Florida


Scrub-Jay General Survey Guidelines and Protocols (updated 08/24/2007).


2.02 Methodology


HSE biologists established one (1) transect along the project corridor (Figures 4, 5
and 6 of 10) within the boundaries of the subject property.


• Biologists played Florida scrub-jay calls at a total of sixteen (16) playback
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stations located along the corridor, transect #1. The call stations were spaced
approximately 300 feet apart ( ±100 meters). (Figures 4, 5 and 6 of 10).


• At each playback station, biologists played scrub- jay territorial scolds,
including the female “hiccup” call, for not less than one (1) minute in all four
directions of a compass. The vocalizations were obtained from Macaulay
Library, Cornell Lab of Ornithology, 159 Sapsucker Rd. Ithaca, NY 14850.


• The calls were played on a high-quality, hand-held compact disc (CD) player
and broadcast at full volume.


• The scrub-jay survey was conducted for five (5) days from 03 through 07
September 2012. See Appendix A for Florida scrub-jay data sheets.


• The surveys were conducted on calm, clear days. Surveys were not
conducted in winds stronger than a moderate breeze (5-8 mph) or in mist or
fog, or in precipitation exceeding a light mist or intermittent drizzle.


• The survey was conducted in the fall (September). The surveys began
approximately one (1) hour after sunrise, and were terminated prior to
midday (refer to Appendix A, Florida scrub-jay Survey Data Sheets).


• Scrub-jay habitat types (I, II or III) were mapped and are depicted in Figure
7 of 10.


.


• Scrub-jay field data sheets were completed by HSE biologists at each call
station and are attached as Appendix  A.


• Biologists traversed the transect by foot and car.







 







HSE12-003.03  08 October 2012Page 11 of  19


• Observed scrub-jay locations on-site were recorded with a hand held GPS
unit and mapped.


 • HSE biologists mapped the on-site vegetation using the Florida Land Use,
Cover and Forms Classification System (FLUCFCS), January 1999, State of
Florida, Department of Transportation, Surveying and Mapping. (Appendix -
B).


 


• The project site soils were mapped according to the Soil Survey of Martin
County Area, Florida, Soil Conservation Service, April 1981.     


                                                                                                                                                            
3.00 RESULTS


3.01 Scrub-jay Observations


     A total of two (2) scrub-jays were observed adjacent to the project site boundaries.


Scrub-jays responded to calls at stations two (2) and seven (7) (Figure 8 of 10).  The adult


male at station two (2) was perched in a live oak tree and had an acorn in his mouth.  The


bird flew into the call station from the east and exited to the east.  The property to the east


is the Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge.  The area is upland scrub and is Type I scrub-


jay habitat. Some of the area to the east is an old borrow pit which is converting back to


upland scrub with an abundance of open white sand areas.  The second scrub-jay was


observed at call station seven (7).   This was an adult male which flew in to the call station


from the west and perched in a dead tree, preened itself and then exited to the west.  The land


to the west of Dixie Highway in this area is upland scrub and is part of the Hobe Sound


National Wildlife Refuge.  The upland scrub is scrub-jay Type I habitat.   Neither bird stayed


in the area for very long and seemed to be more transient than  territorial.   HSE was unable


to identify any bands on the birds, since their stays were too short in duration.   No females


or juvenile scrub-jays 
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were observed during the six (6) day survey.  No nests were observed on-site and no


scrub-jay nest building behavior was observed.  There are approximately 0.20± acres of


Type I scrub-jay habitat within the project corridor ( Figure 7 of 10).


3.02 Vegetation (FLUCFCS)


3.02.1 General


The project site is dominated by disturbed right-of-way along Dixie Highway


with upland scrub mainly located in the southern portion of the project site.


Associations present on-site were mapped using Level II and III of FLUCFCS.  The


classifications used represent the closest facsimile possible to the natural


communities present on-site.  The FLUCFCS maps can be found as Appendix - B,


Figures 1-15 of 15. Classifications depicted on the FLUCFCS Maps are described


below. 


 3.02.2 Vegetation Associations


3.02.2.1 111 - Residential (+/- 0.10 acres)


This designation represents the existing fixed single family units
located along Dixie Highway within the project site. 


3.02.2.2 140 - Commercial & Services (+/- 0.05 acres)


This designation represents the existing commercial buildings located
along Dixie Highway within the project site.
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3.02.2.3 436  - Upland scrub (+/- 0.20 acres)


This community type represents a conglomeration of species found
in the upland scrub . This community does not have one predominant species.
Upland scrub is a protected environment that may consist of fauna and flora
that are endangered and/or threatened. The most common species  that were
located  within the Corridor were: sand live oak (Quercus geminata) and
sand pine (Pinus clausa). Dominant understory vegetation includes myrtle
oak (Quercus myrtifolia), runner oak (Quercus minima), Chapman’s oak
(Quercus chapmanii), scrub hickory (Carya floridana), tallowwood (Ximenia
americana), saw palmetto (Serona repens), and rosemary (Ceratiola
ericoides).  Groundcover is sparse with many open sandy areas  and includes
day flower (Commelina erecta), gopher apple (Lucania michauxii), prickly-
pear cactus (Opuntia humifusa), sand spike-moss (Selaginella arenicola),
giant wild pine (Tillandsia utriculata) and lichen (Cladonia prostrata). 


3.02.2.4 740 - Disturbed land (+/- 3.71 acres)


This area is the dominant community within the project site.
It ranges from  maintained  right-of-way to open sand along Dixie Highway.
This area  has been previously been cleared of canopy and shrub species and
is now dominated by open sand and  herbaceous groundcover with few trees.
The main species that make up this community are bahia grass (Paspalum
notatum), Brazilian pepper (Schinus terebinthifolius), cabbage palm (Sabal
palmetto), and saw palmetto.


3.02.2.5 814 - Roads & Highways (+/- 0.27 acres)


This area represents driveways and roads that are located within the
project site boundaries.


                                                                                                                                                            
                         3.02.3  Native Vegetation


Approximately 0.20 acres of native upland scrub habitat exists on-site (Type


I scrub-jay habitat). According to Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI), the native


upland scrub that exists on site  has a FNAI state rank of S2 and a FNAI global rank


of G2. FNAI defines the S2 designation as “Imperiled in Florida because of rarity
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or because of vulnerability to extinction due to some natural or man-made factor.”


FNAI defines the G2 designation as “ Imperiled globally because of rarity or


because of vulnerability to extinction due to some natural or man-made factor.”


According to Section 9.4.A.9.c of the Martin County Growth Management Plan,


these plants will be protected and/or relocated on-site


3.03 Soils


The United States Department of Agriculture(USDA),Soil Conservation Service   


(SCS), has mapped the surficial soil types within the project site.  The resulting soil


delineations were published in the Soil Survey of Martin County Area, Florida, April 1981.


SCS soil types are mapped on Figure 9 of 10.


Detailed and complete descriptions of each of these soil communities are presented


in the Martin County Soil Survey, and therefore not included herein.  However, a general


description of the soils is included in Table 1.  This table also represents physical properties


and degree of limitation of various soil types mapped, as excerpted from the SCS published


data.


Soil types mapped by the SCS are generally limited to the upper 60 to 72 inches of


the soil profile and are distinguished by several factors.  These factors include soil drainage,


topography, presence or absence of restrictive or clayey hardpan type soils and the depth and


range in fluctuation of the groundwater table associated with each soil type.  SCS soil


classifications are considered good early indicators and a reasonable.
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Table 1. Soil Descriptions*.


Soil Name
and Map
Number


Brief Soil Description


Seasonal High
Water Table Permeability


Rate


Degree and Kind of
Limitation


Hydrologic


Group


Martin
County
Hydric


Soil


Depth 


(ft.)


Duration


(mos.) 


Depth 


(in.)


Rate


 (in/hr)


Dwelling
without


basement


Aquifer fed
excavated


Ponds (water
mgmt)


Paola sand, 0 to 8
percent slopes


(6)


This nearly level to sloping soil is
excessively drained. It is on the coastal
ridge and isolated knolls in coastal areas.
Areas are many hundreds of acres in size.
Slopes are smooth to convex


> 6.0 - 0 - 32


32-80


> 20


> 20


Slight Severe: no water A No


Paola sand, 8 to
20 percent slopes


(14)


This strongly sloping to moderately steep
soil is excessively drained. It is on the
coastal ridge. Areas range from about 10
to 100 acres. Slopes are single or
complex.


> 6.0 - 0 - 35


35 - 80


> 20


> 20


Moderate:
slope


Severe: no water A No
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3.04 Topography


According to the USGS 7.5 Minute Series Topographic Map, Gomez Quadrangle,


site elevation is approximately 26'  NGVD.   Figure 10 of 10 depicts the USGS Topographic


Map for the project site.


4.00 CONCLUSIONS


• Two (2) adult Florida scrub-jays were observed south and west of the Dixie Highway
corridor at stations two (2) and seven (7). Both birds flew in from the Hobe Sound
National Wildlife Refuge (Figure 8 of 10).


• No female or juvenile scrub-jays or family units were observed. No scrub-jay nests
were observed in the corridor during the survey.


• Approximately 0.2 acres of Type I scrub-jay habitat exists within the Dixie Highway
corridor. Adjacent scrub-jay habitat exists in the Hobe Sound National Wildlife
Refuge.


• The Florida scrub-jay is listed as Threatened by the State of Florida and by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service.


C There will be no impacts to upland scrub.  Impacts will be avoided by micro-siting
the project. Please refer to Martin County construction drawings to be submitted
under separate cover.


C The proposed project as designed should have no significant impacts on scrub-jays,
since there are only 0.2± acres of upland scrub within the corridor and the road
already exists.


C The Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge, which is adjacent to the project, provides
suitable habitat for scrub-jay families, although it is in need of a prescribed burn to
improve scrub-jay habitat. 
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Time Spent on Project 2014


• 28 participants


• 18 volunteers (144 hours)


• 6 staff (86 hours)


• 4 AmeriCorps (25 hours)


• 255 hours total


THANK YOU!!!











From: ameas@juno.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Matter of Safety
Date: Thursday, November 6, 2014 11:37:03 PM

The environment is not just comprised of plants, animals, foliage and water.  Human beings
 are an important part of the equation.
 
Safety far exceeds the quality of life issues associated with this high speed train.  When
 dangerous weather threatens, everyone east of U.S. 1 is evacuated.  The train will be east of
 U.S. 1.  Worse, our barrier island, Hutchinson Island, has a nuclear power plant.  In the event
 of an emergency at the plant, necessitating an evacuation, 32 trains a day would be a major
 hindrance.
 
I cannot understand who the passengers for these trains are expected to be.  The only stops in
 southern Florida would be West Palm Beach, Fort Lauderdale and Miami.  This area is
 already serviced by Tri-Rail commuter service, using only a handful of cars at a time.  Florida
 does not have an extensive bus and train system to easily transport the passengers on All
 Aboard Florida trains from train terminals to their final destinations.  Again, why are these
 trains necessary?
 
I hope you will give serious consideration to my concerns.
 
Respectfully,
 
Anne Sacco
332 NW Springview Loop
Port St. Lucie, FL  34986
772-340-7927
ameas@juno.com

____________________________________________________________
Odd Trick Fights Diabetes
"Unique" Proven Method To Control Blood Sugar In 3 Weeks. Watch Video.
DiabetesProtocol.com

mailto:ameas@juno.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3132/545c4c4d1f1494c482934st04vuc
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3132/545c4c4d1f1494c482934st04vuc
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3132/545c4c4d1f1494c482934st04vuc


From: Eric
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: John.Winkle@DOT.gov; Floridanotallaboard@gmail.com
Subject: Miami Orlando train
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:07:02 AM

I strongly oppose the approval of additional trains serving such a limited, unproven ridership as proposed for the
 coastal tracks in southeast Florida. I have seen just one short train traveling through town in the middle of the day
 knot up traffic on US1 and Dixie Highway in Stuart for an extended period of time as the train (automated gates)
 blocked a cross streets between these two highways.

But mostly I am concerned because I once was trapped between the railroad and highway bridges over the St Lucie
 River when the railroad bridge came down unexpectedly. (I was in a sailboat under power but cannot move very
 fast against a strong current.) Significant damage was done to my boat as the current pushed me against the rocks,
 pilings, and bridge - there just isn't room to maneuver in this small space. And I was the only one caught - I can
 only imagine the chaos and damage if several boats were similarly trapped. My incident occurred several years ago
 when daytime train traffic was rare. 32 trains per day (most would undoubtedly be during the day - 3 to 4 per hour!)
 would guarantee such occurrences would be common.

Please do not approve such train traffic. It hurts so many communities' business and people and benefits so few.
 Better, less damaging solutions should be found. And, even then, approve just one or two roundtrip trains daily or
 weekly to prove demand and the economic benefit to Florida warrants such an intrusion on us. Thank you.

Eric Booton, Stuart FL

mailto:heyerictoo@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
mailto:John.Winkle@DOT.gov
mailto:Floridanotallaboard@gmail.com


From: Wade Boyles
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Miami to Orlando Rail
Date: Thursday, October 30, 2014 3:57:33 AM

I'm a resident of Fort Lauderdale and live near the New River. I fully
support the project and the bridge closing and times. This will
benefit many people who wish to travel between South Florida and
Orlando!

Sincerely,
Wade Boyles
544 SW 14th Ave.
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33312

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:wboyles2013@fau.edu
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Phil Purcell
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Patience Cohn
Subject: MIASF comments - P0672
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 4:02:25 PM
Attachments: image002.png

Comments on the EIS tjm.pdf
2014Tri-CountyMIASF EXECUTIVE SUMMARY.pdf

 
 
 
December 3, 2014
 
Mr. John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE
Room W38-311
Washington, DC 20590
 
Dear Mr. Winkle:
 
On behalf of the Marine Industries Association of South Florida (MIASF) and its over 400
 business members, I write today to provide comments of the Association on the Federal
 Railroad Administrations recently released Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the
 All Aboard Florida rail project (https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0672). 
 
As we understand it, you are seeking comments from the public on the impact of the
 proposed All Aboard Florida operations.  We are concerned directly regarding the opening
 and closure schedules of the bridges that cross three of the region’s rivers, all of which are
 heavily used regularly by vessel owners and businesses.  The three waterways affected
 are the New River in downtown Fort Lauderdale; the Loxahatchee River in Jupiter; and the
 St. Lucie River, Okeechobee Waterway, in Stuart.
 
By way of background, the Marine Industries Association of South Florida is the largest
 trade organization in the Southeast United States dedicated to promoting, protecting, and
 growing 136,465 jobs regionally in marine businesses.  Specifically, MIASF is comprised of
 over 400 business members, the majority of which have fewer than 15 employees and
 many of who are independent contractors.  The economic impact of these recreational
 marine activities produces over $11.5 billion in gross output and nearly $4.1 billion in
 wages and earnings.  These jobs relate to all the activities that support boating lifestyles
 from family cruising and fishing to yachts as well as the skilled positions that produce the
 goods and services that sustain those activities. 
 
Specifically, these jobs and economic activities drive the economic output in the South
 Florida region, principally in the tri-county area comprised of Broward, Dade, and Palm

mailto:Phil@MIASF.org
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
mailto:Patience@MIASF.org
https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0672
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The New River’s Current Marine Industry Economic Base. 


 
The EIS utilizes flawed methodology to assess the size of the recreational marine industry in Broward 


County.1 


 


 The EIS methods which rely solely FDOR kind code 282 (“K.C. 28”) as the single estimator of 


economic impact significantly underestimates Broward County’s marine industries direct   


economic activity. Actually, based upon Ernst & Young’s landmark economic impact survey of 


the Broward County’s marine industry, K.C. 28 represents   only about 1/3 of the total marine 


industry activity.  That study utilized a direct survey of 720 firms marine industry and concluded 


that the total economic was over $4.3 billion in 1995.3    


 


Simply applying the Consumer Price Index to the EY estimate the 2014 estimate of total 


economic impact in Broward County would be over $7.0 billion, nearly double that provided in 


the EIS. 


 Furthermore while K.C. 28   is a useful time series reflecting overall trends in the marine 


industry, it is not a fully inclusive   measure of direct   marine industry economic activity by any 


means.  For example Kind Code 83, (not included in the EIS estimates) includes marinas and 


boat storage.  The EIS misses hundreds in millions of dollars of marine industry economic 


activity as a result of this naïve oversight.  


 The most reliable current estimate utilizing the EY methods and more recent K.C.  28 data (FY 


2014); indicates an economic impact of the marine industry in Broward County of $8.8 billion.4  


The EIS utilizes flawed methodology to assess the size of the recreational 


marine industry on the New River. 


Thus the EIS begins with a seriously flawed economic output estimate as a starting point to 


allocate the portion of Broward County’s economic activity.  Further exacerbating the faulty EIS 


estimates, the EIS estimates the total  economic activity which depends upon  the New River 


using  a percentage of  on the # of slips on the New River relative to the total estimated number 


of in water slips in Broward County with which to apportion the  County’s marine industry 


economic impact (EIS p.2-5 Table 2.2-3.)  This is simplistic and totally unrealistic. 


                                                           
1 EIS Section 4.13- “ Navigation District Report” 
2 Kind Code 28 Retail sales are defined by FDOR as “Boat Dealers: Establishments primarily engaged in the retail 
sales of new and used motorboats and other watercraft, marine supplies and outboard motors”.  
3“Economic Impact of the Recreational Marine Industry – Broward County, Florida.  1995.”  Broward Economic 
Development Council 
4 “Economic Impact of the Recreational Marine Industry – Broward, Dade and Palm Beach Counties, Florida – 
2014.” October, 2014 Thomas J. Murray & Associates, Inc.   
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Using that percentage documented above (page 3-14) The EIS states:  


“The New River represents approximately 32.7% ($1,723.7 million) of the marine activity and 


economic value in Broward County, excluding port activities. This total value is comprised of 


$1,226.5 million in direct expenditures, $268.4 in indirect effects, and $228.9 million in induced 


effects. This activity supports a total of 9,028 jobs and $388.3 million in personal income (see 


Table 3.2-8).”  


To suggest that less that less than 1/3 of the local marine industry economic output is at risk in 


New River is an egregious miscalculation.  Beyond the simple number of in water boat slips 


used in the EIS as a measure of economic activity,  the New River represents singular and 


critical marine  industry infrastructure at boat yards, suppliers, marine services, etc. that 


generate much of the overall economic activity in the County.   


 Essentially all of the industry firms in the County rely upon the specialized and critical 


infrastructure on the New River to support their small businesses.  The entire marine industry 


related economic base, as well as the indirect and household sectors depending upon the 


marine industry output, are potentially impacted by any degradation in  water access to the 


New River.  


Below are three more realistic scenarios for allocating the economic activity of the New River.   


Scenario I simply uses the EIS sharing method (32.7 %  of slips) relative to a more credible 


estimate of the Broward County marine industry economic impact.  
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Scenario I.  Limited EIS estimate of the level of marine industry and overall economic activity 


potentially impacted by the NRB 


Scenario 1— Summary of Estimated Economic Impact on Marine Industry from New 
River Bridge Delays.   EIS Scenario in Direct, Indirect and Total Output Broward 


County, Florida 2014 


Sector Direct Output $ Indirect Output $ Total Output $ 


Manufacturing $297,612,840  $160,694,500  $458,307,339  


Wholesale 
Trade 


$287,490,160  $198,348,474  $485,838,634  


Retail trade $570,145,945  $507,430,000  $1,077,575,945  


Dockage $202,309,851  $139,593,906  $341,903,757  


Marine 
Services 


$314,462,920  $217,097,832  $531,560,752  


Total  $1,672,021,716  $1,223,164,712  $2,895,186,428  
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Scenario II combines a more realistic allocation of overall industry activity attributable to the 


New River access (65.4%) with the more realistic total Broward County estimate of the level 


of marine industry and overall economic activity potentially impacted by the NRB. 


Scenario 2 — Summary of Estimated Economic Impact on Marine Industry from New 
River Bridge Delays.   EIS Scenario  II in Direct, Indirect and Total Output Broward 


County, Florida 2014 


Sector Direct Output $ Indirect Output $ Total Output $ 


Manufacturing $595,225,679.23  $321,388,999.15  $916,614,678  


Wholesale 
Trade 


$574,980,319.20  $396,696,948.08  $971,677,267  


Retail trade $1,140,291,890.63  $1,014,859,999.80  $2,155,151,889  


Dockage $404,619,702.89  $279,187,812.07  $683,807,514  


Marine 
Services 


$628,925,840.78  $434,195,663.92  $1,063,121,504  


Total  $3,344,043,432.73 $2,446,329,423.02 $5,790,372,855.75 
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Finally Scenario III addresses the consensus view of the marine industry itself, that the New 


River is an essential component of Broward County’s total marine industry dependent 


economy.  


Scenario III Comprehensive estimate of the level of marine industry and overall economic 


activity potentially impacted by the NRB 


Scenario 1— Summary of Estimated Economic Impact on Marine Industry from New 
River Bridge Delays.   MIA  Scenario in Direct, Indirect and Total Output Broward 


County, Florida 2014 


Sector Direct Output $ Indirect Output $ Total Output $ 


Manufacturing $910,131,008  491,420,488 $1,401,551,496  


Wholesale 
Trade 


$879,174,800  606,570,257 $1,485,745,057  


Retail trade $1,743,565,582  1,551,773,700 $3,295,339,281  


Dockage $618,684,561  426,892,679 $1,045,577,240  


Marine 
Services 


$961,660,307  663,907,743 $1,625,568,050  


Total  $5,113,216,258  $3,740,564,867  $8,853,781,125  
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Outlook for New River Based Yacht Repair, Maintenance and Fabrication 


As seen below there has been enormous growth in the fleet of larger (mega) yachts of over 80’ 


in length for the past two decades.  The accrual of this large fleet of relatively new builds has 


immense near term economic implications for the New River marine industry.   The New River 


industry is the world’s leading hub for large yacht service and repair.  Just in the past 10 years 


over 8,000 mega yachts have joined the fleet.  A large percentage of those come to the New 


River for annual maintenance and repair as well as major refitting every 3-4 year.  (1) 


 


New River boatyards are the main component and recipient of the direct impacts of the 


yacht activity outlined above.  Interviews with boatyards directly involved in maintaining, and 


refitting vessels of the mega yacht category were conducted to gain descriptive and 


financial information for use in the impact modeling.5   


                                                           
5 Generally the boatyards capable of handling vessels of 80’ or greater in length are classified as either Standard 
Industrial Classification (SIC) #3732 “Boat Building and Repairing”, or (SIC) # 3731 “Ship Building”.  In general, the 
former classification applies to recreational boats of relatively small size and the latter includes firms primarily 
engaged in large commercial vessels such as cargo vessels, tankers, ships, etc.; yachts, either for commercial or 
recreational use, are also included in this sector. 
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The boatyard  firms in Broward County which have the dockage and lift capacities (90 tons 


or over) to handle mega yachts rely totally on the New River access .for the provision of in 


water and haul out yacht services. 


TABLE 2 illustrates the general levels of activity for the largest boatyards that have the 


capacity to complete mega-yacht repair and maintenance work.   


 


 Table 2.  Total Number of Mega Yachts Serviced  
Annually on the New River 


1,400 


Total Value Of Work Completed  $219.8 Million 


Average Expenditure Per Vessel $157,000 


Average FTE  generated per  service 1.96 


Economic Impact generated per service $308,000 


Average Employments Generated per  yacht service 
(FTE) 


 
4.0 


 


Typically the boatyard expenditures are of two types: 


 Annual haul-out and routine maintenance. 


 Periodic vessel haul-out and complete painting and overhaul. 


Significantly adding to the boatyard’s mega yacht activity, every three to four years mega 


yachts are hauled and completely repainted.  The cost to haul vessels clearly varies with 


size.  For instance one 150 foot vessel was being hauled and painted during an interview 


with an estimated cost of $200,000.  Additionally, the vessel’s engines were to be 


overhauled, at a cost of approximately $150,000.  While in this process at the boatyard, 


additional central air-conditioning, electrical generator, hydraulic pump and miscellaneous 


refurbishing were also being conducted.  Such related projects added approximately 


another $200,000 to the mega yacht project’s cost.   


Interior refurbishment on such vessels often cost from $200,000 to in excess of $1,000,000.  


A typical 12-week job at a boatyard in the region could cost $2 million - $3 million for a 


vessel requiring major work.6 


Many of those interviewed pointed out the expense also for “bright work” and “rigging”.  


Interior decorating and refitting can be quite significant particularly with vessels involved in 


charter markets.  Such major overhauls conducted regularly, i.e. every 3-4 years over the 


life of a yacht, can take anywhere from a few months to a calendar year.  Anecdotes around 


the region’s boatyards were sufficiently numerous to support the overall expenditures 


                                                           
6 Ibid. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
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concluded here.  There were a number of $2-3 million overhauls in various stages of 


completion at Tri-County boatyards at the time of this fieldwork. 


As variable as the annual expenditures for “fixed” maintenance are to project universally, 


the operational expenditures of mega yachts also vary greatly.  Perhaps the one “constant” 


in the ownership and operation of a mega yacht is continuation of the maintenance, repair 


and refitting expenditures associated with the vessel, irrespective of its use. 7 


 


Boatyards indicated that 61% of their business was “routine maintenance,” and the balance 


major refits or overhauls.  54% of the routine maintenance jobs were conducted on U.S. 


based yachts and 46% non-U.S. based.  On major overhauls and refits 43% were U.S. 


yachts and 57% were foreign based mega yachts.  Of those receiving service an estimated 


51% were involved in chartering (56% of the U.S. yachts and 46% of the foreign). 


 


 


                                                           
7 In addition to hull and machinery upgrades, major refurbishments on mega yachts typically include such things as 
deck refurbishments, replacement of galley appliances, electronics, and air conditioning systems; rebuilding pumps 
and fuel transfer systems, often installing larger tenders and davits; dismantling, redesigning, and replacing all 
interior spaces from master suite to crew quarters, etc.  For a well detailed account of such refurbishments see 
ShowBoats International Volume XV Number II, May 1997: “Feadship’s 142’ Cakewalk is Reborn in Florida”. 
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World’s growing mega yacht sector.  


 On average, the boatyard and marina expenditures amount to over 1/3 of the overall cost of 


operating a mega yacht that rely on Broward County for operational, maintenance and repair 


support. 


 The Tri-County industry provided repairs and maintenance to an estimated 1,400 of the 1,500 


mega yachts in the Tri-County region. 


 Forty-six percent (46%) of Tri-County boatyards routine maintenance projects are from non-


U.S. based vessels.  Over ½ of major overhaul projects were completed on foreign yachts at 


local boatyards.  


 Each of the 1,400 mega yachts serviced by Tri-County boatyards in supported 5 full-time 


personnel per vessel at area boatyards and related provisioning and service industry, 


supporting an estimated 7,300 jobs. 


 Eighty-five percent (85%) of Tri-County mega yacht service yards feel that the overall level 


of demand in their business is increasing.  
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Economic Impacts Compared to What? 


The economic impacts projected by the All Aboard Florida Intercity Passenger Rail Project are estimated 


by the Washington Economics Group (“WEG”) under contract with All Aboard Florida (2).  The impacts 


are estimated for rail construction, rail operations, Transit Oriented Development (TOD) construction 


and operations.  The TOD estimates are entirely speculative “This includes the TOD Construction and 


TOD Operations of offices, residences, retail establishments and hotels in close proximity to AAF’s 


stations. These activities will take place adjacent to three “hubs” located in the counties of Miami-


Dade, Broward and Palm Beach.” (p. 22 WEG) 


The estimates for the long term economic impact of the construction and operations of the new rail 


line, as well as the speculative long term (“TOD”) construction and operations, pale when compared 


to the ongoing documented economic impact of the marine industry.   The figures below reflect this 


overwhelming disparity.   Even  when using the proponent All Aboard Florida estimates of the long 


term impacts of the rail development (which encompass eight  counties) ,expected  economic 


impacts  will  never even  approach the annual impact of the marine industry in  Broward County 


alone.   


For example when just looking at just  Broward County employment growth resulting from the rail 


and eventual TOD construction and operations the WEG estimates a total of  860  jobs will be 


generated including direct and induced employment multipliers.   
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8 Source: WEG and Murray & Associates 2014. 
9 ibid 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  


The recreational boating industry is a significant sector of Florida’s economy. Manufacturing, retailing, 


and service sectors comprising the industry have added significantly as the State’s resident and tourist 


populations increased. This study is an update of earlier efforts to quantify the economic significance 


of the recreational marine and boating industry in Broward, Dade and Palm Beach Counties ("Tri-


County") and Florida as a whole, based upon indicators of change within the industry.   


This update describes the trends in ownership and operation of recreational boats, and further 


estimates retail sales, employment, and industry output associated with the retail sale of new and used 


motorboats, supplies, and outboard motors by Florida's marine industry. 


Key Findings: 


Over the past four years between fiscal year2 2010 and 2014 a consistent turn-around in the marine 


industry has occurred throughout the State and Tri-County areas.  The overall increase in marine 


related sales in Broward County was 21.9%, Dade 30.5%, and Palm Beach 101.2% over the period.  


Taken as a region the Tri-County marine industry sales grew an estimated 36.3% between 2010 and 


2014.  Statewide, gross marine sales grew by 31.3%.   


During the most recently completed fiscal year (2014), Broward County contributed nearly $1.5 billion 


in sales for this sector, Dade County contributed $332,397,708, and Palm Beach County reported 


$586,317,556. 


Combined as a region, the Tri-county area represented 51% ($2.383 billion) of Florida’s gross marine 


sales during the 2014 fiscal year.  For fiscal year 2014, gross retail sales of boat and motor products 


equaled $4.675 billion statewide – an increase of 31.3% since 2010. 


                                                 
1 Marine Industries Association of South Florida, 2312 South Andrews Avenue, Fort Lauderdale, Florida 


33316.  www.miasf.org 
2 Florida’s Fiscal Year begins July 1st and ends June 30th.  Thus the changes noted since the last Tri-


County economic study cover a period including July, 2010 through June, 2014. 
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For FY 2014, the overall economic impact of the marine industry for the Tri-county area was as 
follows: 


Broward County’s marine industry had an estimated economic impact of $8.8 billion in gross output 


– an increase of $1.4 billion from $7.4 billion in 2010; including $3.7 billion in wages and earnings, up 


from $2.6 billion in 2010, and over 100,000 associated jobs compared to 92,000 in 2010. 


 


TABLE I: Summary of Estimated Economic Impact of Marine Industry  


Total Employment, Total Earnings, and Total Output 


Broward County, Florida 2014 


Sector Total Employment (Jobs) Total Earnings ($) Total Output ($) 


Manufacturing 22,331 $340,048,516  $1,401,551,496  


Wholesale Trade 18,408 $566,076,914  $1,485,745,057  


Retail Trade 34,805 $1,350,739,417  $3,295,339,281  


Dockage 11,085 $324,660,945  $1,045,577,240  


Marine Services 23,841 $505,289,118  $1,625,568,050  


Total Marine Industry 110,470  $3,086,814,911  $8,853,781,124  


Source: (1), (4), (6), (11) 


 


Dade County's marine industry had an estimated economic impact of $768.0 million in gross output 


– an increase of $228.0 million from $540.9 million in 2010; including $278.2 million in wages and 


earnings, up from $195.9 million in 2010, and an associated 7,776 jobs compared to 5,476 in 2010.  


 


TABLE II: Summary of Estimated Economic Impact of Marine Industry 


Total Employment, Total Earnings, and Total Output 


Dade County, Florida 2014 


Sector Total Employment (Jobs) Total Earnings ($) Total Output ($) 


Manufacturing 1,392 $49,802,095 $137,506,804  


Wholesale Trade 1,338 $47,854,528 $132,129,443  


Retail Trade 2,644 $94,596,159 $261,186,110  


Dockage 941 $33,665,104 $92,951,527  


Marine Services 1,462 $52,306,112 $144,420,554  


Total Marine Industry 7,776 $278,223,998 $768,194,441 


Source: (4), (6), (11) 
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Palm Beach County's marine industry had an estimated impact of $1.883 billion in gross output – an 


increase of $960.0 million from $.923 billion in 2010; including $682.1 million in wages and earnings 


compared to $334.4 million in 2010, and an associated 18,220 jobs compared to 8,931 in 2010.  


 


TABLE III: Summary of Estimated Economic Impact of Marine Industry 


Total Employment, Total Earnings, and Total Output 


Palm Beach County, Florida 2014 


Sector Total Employment (Jobs) Total Earnings ($) Total Output ($) 


Manufacturing 1,700 $63,675,704.53  $175,812,736  


Wholesale Trade 3,500 $131,030,380.87  $361,783,350  


Retail Trade 5,432 $203,379,455.66  $561,543,820  


Dockage 1,948 $72,943,942.75  $201,402,940  


Marine Services 5,640 $211,147,535.19  $582,991,991  


Total Marine Industry 18,220  $682,177,019  $1,883,534,841  


Source: (4), (6), (7), (11) 


 


The Tri-county marine industry had an estimated economic impact of $11.5 billion in gross output – 


an increase of $2.6 billion from $8.9 billion in 2010; including $4.0 billion in wages and earnings, up 


from $3.0 billion in 2010, and an associated 136,000 jobs generated compared to 107,000 in 2010.  


 


TABLE IV: Summary of Estimated Economic Impact of Marine Industry 


Total Employment, Total Earnings, and Total Output 


Tri-County, Florida 2014 


Sector Total Employment (Jobs) Total Earnings ($) Total Output ($) 


Manufacturing 26,189  465,605,903  1,758,294,079  


Wholesale Trade 23,061  673,721,960  1,962,610,375  


Retail Trade 42,979  1,721,204,972  4,171,439,095  


Dockage 13,912  439,482,658  1,347,440,867  


Marine Services 30,325  747,200,435  2,265,725,991  


Total Marine Industry 136,465 4,047,215,928 $11,505,510,406 


Source: (4), (6), (7), (11)  


 







 Beach counties.  The marine industry is the backbone of the South Florida economy and,
 further, the recreational marine industry is a significant sector of Florida’s economy.  In
 particular, 75% of South Florida’s recreational vessel repair facilities are upstream from the
 bridges used by rail. 
 
In 2010 MIASF commissioned an economic impact study that confirmed that the
 manufacturing, wholesale trade, retailing, dockage, and service sectors comprising this
 industry are economically significant particularly as Florida’s resident and tourist population
 increased.  The size of the recreational marine industry is matched by the depth and
 diversity of its businesses and supporting jobs.  A recent update of that study published in
 October 2014 not only confirmed the significance of the industry to the economy, but also
 has shown a significant increase in that significance.  The entire study commissioned is
 attached for your review and use when considering changes to the bridge regulations .  We
 are available should you want further discussion and we also will make the author who
 prepared this study available to you.
 
Needless to say changes in bridge closures from current practice will directly affect the
 users of the waterways by making the channels under each bridge less available for vessel
 traffic.  In a recent meeting between All Aboard Florida representatives and the
 membership of MIASF, the representatives flatly said they could not operate the proposed
 train schedule with the current bridge closure schedule.  In essence the new operational
 schedule of the All Aboard Florida train will change the bridge operations by increasing the
 number of closures of the bridges and, consequently, the increased of the number of
 closures will result in a decrease in the time that a bridge will be open for this important
 industry. 
 
Thus, the Association is concerned that the waterways on which our membership and their
 customers rely will be less available to the detriment of this vital and growing industry.  In
 addition, the Association is concerned that additional closures may result in bridge
 malfunctions that would result in extended closures and business disruption.  Finally, train
 schedule or operational disruptions may further make changes to the planned closures in
 an unpredictable manner. 
 
These factors can only be detrimental to the economics of our industry.
 
The above background gives you a snapshot of the economic importance of the marine
 industry in the South Florida area affected by the All Aboard Florida proposed operations. 
 There is a reason why South Florida is called the yachting capital of the world.  The marine
 industry is the backbone of the South Florida economy.  We believe that the Draft EIS
 exhibits a complete misunderstanding of what the marine industry is and dramatically
 understated and misrepresented the impact of the proposed train operations on the
 economics and use of the waterways. In short, the Draft EIS completely understates the
 economic importance of the industry and as a result the economic impact the All Aboard
 Florida train operations will have on it.  Further, we note a complete failure to consult
 marine industry in preparing the DEIS, which may explain the deficiencies in the Draft EIS.
 
Consequently we are taking the opportunity to submit these detailed comments.  The Draft
 EIS uses flawed economic measures and employment metrics.  There is little if any
 recognition of the multiplier effects (real estate, businesses, etc.).  Additionally, the Draft
 EIS fails to take into account the substantial and continuing dredging investments that



 federal, state, and local authorities have made to facilitate this industry. Attached is a detail
 review for consideration.
 
For this reason, the Association commissioned a study of the economic importance of the
 industry.  We urge you to review the entire study prior to preparing the final EIS on this
 project.  As noted, we are available should you want further discussion and we will make
 the author who prepared this study available to you. 
 
We have already briefly described the impact of the new AAF service on bridge closures. 
 The number of closures will increase.  The total time of closures will increase.  Beyond
 these obvious facts, we wanted to outline the specific concerns of the industry regarding
 the affect of the increased rail traffic on our industry.
 

1. Increased closure time.  We understood the goal was to keep the bridges in the open
 position a minimum of 40 minutes per hour.  But the train schedule may keep it open
 only 30 minutes.  Wait times and related costs associated with a change in openings
 will result.  Further, peak vessel travel times on holidays and major public events will
 be seriously affected.

2. Unsafe disruption of vessel traffic.  The ability to moor a vessel to wait for a bridge
 closure with the strong currents in the waterways may create an increased unsafe
 condition with any increase in closures.  The size of many vessels and configuration
 of the navigable channel contributes to the need for predictability of the use of the
 waterways.  A plan to develop communications with first responders and emergency
 personnel is also seriously lacking.

3. Incompatibility with tide changes.  Currently vessel traffic depends on favorable tides
 to navigate the rivers to locations upstream for mooring or for maintenance, repair, or
 refitting.  The size of a vessel often requires certain sea conditions be present. 
 Missing a favorable tide will cause delays and disrupt scheduling of these activities.
 This may discourage potential customers from using the facilities upstream of the
 bridges.

4. Bridge failures and time of bridge repair.  The inability to repair a bridge that is
 inoperable in the closed position in a timely manner would shut down traffic on the
 waterways altogether.  A substantial portion of the vessels that use the waterways
 would be affected and the businesses that are dependent on the ability of vessels to
 navigate the waterway would suffer as a result.  Both vessels and businesses would
 find themselves stranded upstream should a bridge become inoperable.

5. Unpredictable train schedule changes and resultant disruption to bridge closure
 schedule.  Any variation in the train schedule for any reason would create
 uncertainty in bridge operations and has an impact on waterways use.  Random or
 unpredictable duration of closures leads to disruption availability of the waterways
 and to a real threat of an unsafe condition for navigation.  Future projections for
 increased rail traffic (corridor capacity) would further degrade the navigability of the
 waterways.

 
We believe the Draft EIS has not adequately addressed alternatives that could obviate the
 effects of the proposed train operations.  If raised bridges were constructed, there would
 be no closures to hamper the vessel traffic on the affected waterways.  As a result the



 growing and significant marine industry would be able to continue to be the growing and
 flourishing economic engine of the South Florida region that it has become without a threat
 to the increasing number of jobs and economic activity that the industry fosters.
 
We question whether adequate consideration has been given to alternative routes to
 minimize impact on the waterways.  We believe it may be feasible to shift the freight traffic
 to routes west of the affected navigable waters and urban areas.  Additionally, the Draft
 EIS does not adequately address the corridor capacity issues.  The current proposal
 results in more bridge closure time and thus denying availability of the waterway for use. 
 The operation of the train in the proposed manner will become an unreasonable
 obstruction to navigation.  The preexisting and established businesses with suffer and use
 by vessel owners will become untenable.  Future increase in train traffic will only make this
 worse.  All Aboard Florida is only a passenger train operation.  Thus we believe that future
 increases in freight operations must also be considered and addressed now. 
 
Having stated this we believe appropriate mitigation measures may obviate the impact that
 the train schedule could have.  We have assembled the following mitigation measures to
 address industry concerns and to improve operations at the New River Bridge,
 Loxahatchee River Bridge, and St. Lucie River Bridge.  Mitigation measures may minimize
 the impact that the train schedule could have.  Those offered by All Aboard Florida are
 minimal and need to be expanded.  Mitigation measures (including some of which have
 been suggested by AAF) should include:

1. Add a tender at the New River Bridge to allow better communication with commercial
 and other vessels.

2. Develop a set schedule for the closures of the bridge for passenger rail service so
 that the bridges are closed for a minimum of 12 minutes for each closure and open
 for a minimum of a total of 40 minutes each hour.

3. Provide public access to the bridge closure schedules in an internet-accessible
 format, including a compatible smart phone application that is maintained by AAF.

4. Post schedules for each bridge on the AAF website and/or the USCG website. This
 will allow the boating community to plan their trips to avoid wait times and related
 costs associated with the Proposed Action.

5. Implement an adequate notification by sign, signal, and horn at each bridge location
 with countdowns to indicate the times at which the bridge will begin to close and
 open.

6. Develop emergency plans that incorporate hurricane and other response plans and
 formal contact with law enforcement, first responders, and emergency personnel at
 all times to ensure that roadways are not blocked by train operations to provide for
 their access.

7. Develop coordination plans between AAF and local authorities during peak vessel
 travel times on holidays and major public events.

8. Develop coordination plans between AAF and the USCG to promote communication
 with the commercial and recreational boating communities.

9. Manage train operations to minimize bridge closures, including electronic and camera
 monitoring.

10. Publish bridge closure schedule to be readily available for waterway users (internet,
 notice to mariners, etc.).



11. Fund a bridge tender with ability to communicate with waterway users.
12. Prompt notification of bridge closure schedule changes.
13. Install signal and PTC upgrades as well as an obligation to make future best available

 technology improvements to ensure optimum train operations.
14. Install a 21' draw bridge to accommodate potential future commuter traffic
15. Penalties for unscheduled bridge closures caused by AAF shall be established

 assessed on a daily basis and a graduated scale related to frequency of infractions,
 and adjusted for inflation.  Closures in excess of the minimum shall be considered an
 unscheduled closure. 

16. Stockpile spare parts to facilitate prompt repairs in the case of a bridge failure.
17. Establish a fund to provide compensation for interruptions to waterway use, e.g. in

 the case of bridge failure.
18. Establish and fund a citizens’ advisory committee as a watchdog to oversee train

 operations and make recommendations to public officials.
19. Provide adequate and safe mooring for vessels forced to wait in the event of an

 unscheduled closure.
20. Provide for response vessels to be able to render assistance to vessels in the

 waterway in the case of sudden or disruptive bridge closures.
21. Determine future corridor capacity needs to evaluate potential impacts.
22. Publish a periodic report on bridge closures and impact on waterways use, including

 projections on corridor capacity, and a database that is maintained on operations
 derived from monitoring operations.

 
These mitigation measures presuppose that alternatives are not pursued.  Pursuing
 alternatives however may alleviate or eliminate the need for some of these specific
 measures.  The EIS should therefore carefully examine and address the alternatives
 available to the train.  The requirement to raise the elevation of bridges should be
 examined.  If raised sufficiently high, the waterways would not be impacted.  In addition,
 the alternative of moving rail traffic to the west on alternative routes should also be
 carefully examined.  Needless to say, if rail traffic can be rerouted to the west of the
 affected areas of the currently proposed operations, the need for mitigation is a very
 different proposition.  The number of closures would be reduced and thus the impact on
 the waterways and the businesses and vessels that depend on them is diminished.  Thus
 the mitigation measures could be scaled accordingly to meet the new circumstances.  The
 use of the waterways is essential and integral to the marine industry and there is no
 alternative for it.  The final EIS should explicitly recognize this.
 
Barring the pursuit of an alternative, all of the mitigation measures must be implemented so
 that the proposed train operations will minimize the negative impacts on the marine
 industry.  These are based on the proposed train traffic for passenger, freight, and local
 train traffic patterns.  No future expansion of the rail operations can be made without public
 review of any future plans and corresponding adjustment of mitigation measures.  We urge
 the Federal Railroad Administration to consider these measures and comments for
 inclusion in the final EIS.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide the marine industry comments on the impacts of
 the proposed train operations on the vessel traffic dependent on the waterways affected. 
 Please let me know if you have any questions or need further information. 



 
Sincerely,
 

 
 
Phil Purcell
Executive Director
 
 
 
Marine Industries Association of South Florida
2312 South Andrews Avenue
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33316
Phone: 954-524-2733
 
 
 



From: Patience Cohn
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: MIASF Member comment to DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 5:15:23 PM
Attachments: doc00318120141203170826.pdf

Please find attached comments from the Marine Industries Association of South Florida members recorded by a
 court reporter.

Patience Cohn
Marine Industries Association of South Florida
2312 South Andrews Avenue
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33316
Phone: 954-524-2733
Direct: 954-318-1478
Cell: 954-826-8359
Owners of the Fort Lauderdale International Boat Show
www.miasf.org
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From: Donald Hansen
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Move All Aboard Florida High Speed Trains West
Date: Sunday, November 16, 2014 10:04:44 AM

My Name: Donald Hansen

My Email: dony_eva@yahoo.com

My Address:

2430 Harbor Cove Drive
Fort Pierce, Florida 34949

I write as a long-time resident of Florida, 37 years in Miami and now 10 years in Fort Pierce.
 My three adult children with families live from Boca Raton to Fort Pierce, and share my
 opinion. Our concern is about the All Aboard Florida high-speed rail proposal. This proposal
 is said to have strong support in the terminal cities, Miami and Orlando, but is strongly
 opposed by the many thousands of people living along the intercity route between these cities.
 I need not repeat the many ways in which the proposed route will be inimical to their quality
 of life as these have been aired extensively. Among my acquaintances the negative opinion is
 all but unanimous. The recent public meetings organized by FRA, like the EIS, were a sham
 that revealed the FRA as an agency focused on promotion of rail activity, rather than on
 development of optimal public policy. 
The project may or may not succeed financially, but citizens of the destination cities
 apparently anticipate a positive economic result. The population along the route conversely,
 will lose economically, and in quality of life issues, but with no compensating values. The
 obvious optimal public policy solution is to move the intercity route west, away from the
 highly populated, and hurricane vulnerable coast. This would enable the destination cities to
 reap whatever economic value is obtained, while not degrading the quality of life of he
 population along the route.
Thank you,
Donald Hansen, PhD
Fort Pierce, FL 

mailto:dony_eva@yahoo.com
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From: adrienne.dis@gmail.com
To: Floridanotallaboard@gmail.com; john.winkle@dot.gov
Cc: AAF-comments@vhb.com
Subject: Move All Aboard train West of town
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:16:48 PM

Out of frustration with the politics of the train, I did not believe taking the time to write a letter would change an
 already done deal. As the last day for public comment comes to a close, I feel compelled to comment, I want to
 have some belief our individual voices count.
All hospital facilities are East of the rail significantly impacting the health and
safety of the residents of IRC. In early November, while on a date with his significant other at Majestic Theater in
 VB, a friend of my husbands died while waiting for an ambulance stopped by a train on the tracks. If we had the
 appropriate infrastructure I would support this endeavor but the application in its current state does not address the
 lack of emergency facilities west of the tracks. I strongly agree with moving the tracks west of town and
 transforming the area into a green space for roller blading, running or bicycling as the only solution.
As a taxpayer, I request their application be declined.
Adrienne Dissis-Ferrentino

Sent from my iPad

mailto:adrienne.dis@gmail.com
mailto:Floridanotallaboard@gmail.com
mailto:john.winkle@dot.gov
mailto:AAF-comments@vhb.com


From: Sye Tafic
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Mr. John Winkle
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 11:25:21 PM

To whom it may concern-

 I am writing in support of All aboard Florida. I am an student at a college in Florida. I am
 supporting All Aboard Florida because this is something the state would really benefit from,
 and hopefully all the fifty states in building a true high speed rail infrastructure.This is
 something that has a lot of ingenuity to. As countries want to bond cities cleaner and faster in
 the right manner.  This would be very beneficial because these two cities are what tourist and
 residents travel to. Hopefully more cities will be connected. I recently spoke to a campus
 employee who thought this project was another dream. Little did she know it became reality.
 As she told us of her relative who traverses often between the two cities for business meets.I
 hope this project continues to make way, even with what the naysayers say.  As history
 shows. Railways have always bonded this country together in the most hardest times. I am
 grateful this city and state can have a high speed rail infrastructure to serve the community
 and people. 

 Sincerely,
 Syed

mailto:syed.ahmed002@mymdc.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: joe dinmore
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: joedinmore8@aol.com; LETTERS@PBPOST.COM
Subject: Mr. John Winkle
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 12:44:36 PM

Attn: John Winkle
 
    1.        Why isn't AAF using TRI-RAIL tracks?
 
                   TRI-RAIL does not allow freight trains on their tracks!
 
    2.        Why is AAF building such large terminals with an industrial design and
 acquiring surrounding properties ?
 
                    For storage of freight !
 
    3.         Why did Miami build a new rail and vehicle tunnel connecting from the
 Miami port,  to the Miami AAF terminal and
             connecting traffic arteries?
 
                    Not for the convenience of a few cruise ship passengers !    
                    But think of the freight potential!!!
 
    4.         With Miami having one of the few deep water ports on the east coast, there
 is an enormous financial opportunity
              for transporting the cargo to all cities in Florida, and the SE portion of the
 UNITED STATES.
 
                    Think of all of the jobs created!
                    Think of all the rail traffic going thru the towns and cities along this
 stretch.
                        How do pedestrians and traffic cross the tracks without huge delays?
                        How do we get to the beach, a huge financial draw for city budgets?
                        Why do tourist want to come to our cities, with out access to the
 beaches and fishing?
                        That means higher tax rate for residents!
                    Think of all the blaring horns day and night, that State and Federal Laws
 require at all crossings!
                       
    5.        Who benefits from AAF?
                    The millionaires, including Gov. Scott
                    The Politicians.
                    A few Rich tourists? 
                    Residents come Last, we have our own cars to travel to Orlando!!!
 
             JOSEPH DINMORE

mailto:joedinmore8@aol.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
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From: William Ponsoldt
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My Comments Re: All Aboard Florida
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 10:59:11 AM

Gentlemen:

I am a very concerned citizen who works at an office in Contractors'
 Showcase, 1501 S.E. Decker Avenue, #519, Stuart, Florida.  Our office is
 in a line of buildings that back up to the railroad tracks approximately 20
 feet away.  At present, when a train passes, the walls of our building
 actually vibrate and the pictures hanging on the walls shake and it scares
 me.  I can only imagine what it will feel like if 30+ trains per day pass
 by.  I am extremely worried that it will cause serious damage to not only
 our building but others that are located this closely to the railroad tracks.

I'd like to extend an invitation for someone from your committee to visit
 our office between 8:00 A.M. and 4:00 P.M. to see/hear for yourself.  Our
 phone number is 772/286-9480.

Over the past year road traffic in Stuart has doubled and traveling through
 downtown Stuart is already nearly impossible.  Even U.S.#1 traffic has
 increased dramatically.  God only knows what will ensue here in Stuart
 when road traffic comes to a complete stop 32 times per day.

What will happen to the police, the fire trucks, paramedics, ambulances?? 
 They will be stuck in this traffic nightmare along with the rest of us.  I
 believe this will prevent them from doing their jobs effectively and saving
 lives.  In an emergency situation - minutes definitely matter!

I truly believe this scenario before us will be detrimental to the businesses
 and residents of Stuart, as well as dangerous.
Please reconsider.

Very truly yours,

Jacqueline Teske
Phone:  772/286-9480

mailto:jackieteske@att.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Mickey
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My Comments
Date: Friday, October 31, 2014 11:31:13 AM
Attachments: DOC093.pdf

See attached comments.

David M. Nolen

mailto:mlmd1760@aol.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment











From: margaret grasso
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My Concerns
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 8:49:42 AM

There are many concerns regarding the noise, safety, inconvenience to people needing to cross the tracks, get under
 bridges etc.  That said, my most pressing concern is access to the Hospital in Vero Beach for residents on the West
 Side.  In my small Community of 56 homes (only 45% are occupied year round) it has already experienced three
 situations in 2014 whereby a resident experienced a life threatening condition where minutes counted as to their
 survival. One person went into anaphylactic shock to due to a raging infection a second person had a massive heart
 attack and split her head open when she fell and the third incident was a person having a stroke. Each person
 required immediate attention that resulted in long hospital stays and in-depth treatment.  Each one survived because
 of the prompt attention at the hospital.  In the case of the stroke the gentleman's wife got him in the car and directly
 to the hospital.  In the other two cases EMT's transported the patients.  I am convinced if they were held up by a
 train the survival results would have been very different.  I know these individuals and their lives matter more than
 anyone's business aspirations.  PLEASE NO ALL ABOARD.  Don't be the party responsible for someone losing
 their life.

Margaret Grasso

Sent from my iPad
Margaret Grasso

mailto:margaretgrasso@hotmail.com
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From: Barbara
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My concerns
Date: Monday, October 27, 2014 9:31:21 AM
Attachments: All Aboard Florida to IRC.docx

Please find attached a copy of the letter we have mailed to Indian River
 Commissioners regarding your proposed desire to ruin our beautiful and peaceful
 existence.

Whispering Palms Manufactured Home Community & RV Resort is an active 55 plus
 community that is a destination area for our northern visitors. We have 571 sites, 69
 of those back up to the existing tracks, and go from 125 year round residents to
 about 800 residents that contribute a large amount of money to our economy while
 here. We offer many amenities and a clean and welcoming community. Please take a
 moment and look at our website: whisperingpalmsrv.com. 

The sites along the tracks are our most difficult to fill. The reason being sound,
 vibration, fear of the train itself. We have lost at least 10 reservations this month
 alone because no one wants to be back there. An average stay is 3 months at
 $2,235.00 per reservation. We do have people staying in these sites, however, we
 do not have them all filled and they are the only choices left. These guests arrive in
 motor homes, 5th wheels and travel trailers that run anywhere from $30,000 to
 $300,000. We are not some little trashy mobile home & RV park along the tracks.
 Since the RVer home is on wheels, if they don't like what is happening here, they will
 move to another park.

The reason our guests come to this area is the peace and quiet, minimal traffic no
 crime, minutes from the ocean, excellent fishing, events in the area and the beauty
 of the coastal area. The city of Sebastian does not allow "big box" stores in order to
 maintain that fishing village feel. 

We do not want to have additional trains flying through our community. With the
 number of trains proposed the streets will be blocked more, and at the rate of
 speed, all the intersections will be blocked as they come through our town.
 According to what I have read, there are other options west of here in a less
 populated area, and what seems like a more direct link to the airport. 

I appreciate you taking the time to read these opinions and really doubt that the big
 money behind this project really cares what we think. However, the more you realize
 what you have chosen to do affects real people, maybe you will consider other
 options.

Respectfully submitted,

Barbara Cournoyer
Manager
Whispering Palms MHC & RV Resort
10305 US Hwy 1
Sebastian, FL 32958
772 589-3481
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MHC & RV RESORT

10305 US HWY 1

SEBASTIAN, FL 32958

772 589-3481









June 25, 2014







Mr. Peter O’Bryan

Chairman

IRC, Board of County Commissioners

1801 27th St., Bldg. A

Vero Beach, FL 32958



Dear Mr. O’Bryan:



This letter is in regards to the upcoming proposal from the All Aboard Florida to add high speed passenger trains and freight trains coming through our area. We are a 571 site manufactured home and RV community that has approximately one half mile of property that is just feet from the existing track.  



In the nine years as Community Manger of this property, we have experienced many problems with the existing rail service from a residential and business point. The noise from the trains, whistle blowing and times of travel has affected our business over the years. There are approximately 60 RV sites that are along that one half mile. They are discounted for the monthly guests to try and entice them to stay there. When making a reservation we disclose to them the train runs along that area and people refuse to accept those sites, even if they are the only choice left. Guests call for a site and tell me, “I don’t want near the train”. 



The train is already a negative for us and adding more trains, with a double track instead of single track, will only increase the noise for our community and create more problems for us to overcome. Whispering Palms MHC & RV Resort is a great place to be, with many activities and amenities to offer our residents.  We have approximately 700-800 people in our community during the tourist season. These are people with a spendable income who shop, eat in restaurants and spend money at functions and events. We, like many other communities in the area, depend on these winter visitors for income and want to provide them the best experience possible while here.



We are against any more trains coming through our area. The freight trains have been getting longer and, if more trains are added to this area, it will become a major issue for Treasure Coast as well as our community.



Should this project be pushed through, we feel a sound wall to protect the community from the additional noise would be the least that could be done.



I appreciate the stand you have taken to this point regarding this project and trust that all will be done to discourage any further development from the All Aboard Florida organization in our area. 



Sincerely,







Barbara Cournoyer

[bookmark: _GoBack]Manager 



whisperingpalmsrv.com



From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My eighteenth comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:21:30 PM

Regarding the discussion of Utilities and Energy Resources on page S-20:

There are well over 100 highway-rail grade crossings that will be updated as part of Project
 construction. Enhanced and upgraded signaling devices, including additional warning lights,
 motorized crossing gates and acoustic wayside horns could very well require upgraded
 electrical utility service. The claim that "no major changes or construction of electrical or
 other utility infrastructure" will be required is proof that this aspect of the EIS was not
 considered thoroughly. A Supplemental DEIS should be prepared that takes these concerns
 and possibilities into account.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My eighth comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 4:57:32 AM

Regarding page S-4 of the DEIS and the bulleted item "Scoping":

Reference to public comments during the Scoping process concerning additional stations and
 "a bicycle trail" are inappropriate for inclusion in the DEIS. None of these are part of the
 proposed Project or up for review by the FRA at this time.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My eleventh comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 5:37:22 AM

Regarding the bulleted point, "Record of Decision (ROD)" text on page S-5:

FRA should disabuse itself of the notion that a combined Final EIS and Record of Decision
 will be issued pursuant to Pub. L. 112-141, 126 Stat. 405, Section 1319(b). The fact that, as of
 the date of publication of the DEIS, USCG has only just begun to evaluate the impacts of the
 proposed action as it concerns impacts to navigable waterways of the United States, and the
 fact that the DEIS presents verifiably false statements of fact (made by the Applicant or
 Applicant's consultant)  with regard to the expected impacts to maritime interests in and
 around same waterways, the probability that "significant new circumstances or information
 relevant to evnvironmental concerns" that bear on the proposed action are very probably in
 the offing. FRA's publication of this DEIS was premature in light of the fact that USCG
 inputs will shed additional light on some of the most, if not the most, significant
 environmental impacts of the entire Project.

 

Furthermore, consideration of the RRIF loan request is only possible after the application of
 AAF has been completed. The application for the RRIF loan cannot be deemed complete until
 after the NEPA process is finalized. To suggest that FRA may approve the RRIF loan request
 immediatly after the ROD has been finalized suggests that the entire EIS process has been a
 fancy charade, and that FRA has unnecessarily wasted resources on RRIF loan processing
 before the application is even complete. The entire NEPA process will be invalidated if it can
 be shown that it was undertaken to justify decisions already made. If FRA has expended time,
 money and resources on financial evaluation of the RRIF loan request prior to the completion
 of the NEPA process, then it is highly likely that one or more laws may have been broken
 along the way in the haste to provide retroactive justification for an action on which a final
 decision has already been made.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My fifteenth comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 6:16:05 AM

Regarding page S-10 and impacts to navigable waterways:

40 CFR Section 1508.20 lists five ways to achieve "Mitigation" of environmental impacts.
 Notifying mariners of bridge closures by employing "new measures" is not one of them.
 Making bridge closure times "more predictable" is, likewise, not one of the listed mitigations.
 The proposed mitigation here is completely inadequate for the purposes of 40 CFR Section
 1508.20. The bridges, without extensive redesign and rebuilding effort, will block navigation
 for many more minutes per hour than is currently the case. There is no feasible mitigation for
 the resulting impacts here, and, as such, the proposed Action should be rejected by FRA
 unless and until AAF can provide actual mitigation measures. What is proposed here as
 "mitigation" is ludicrous. As an analogy, warning motorists that the road ahead is closed does
 not mitigate the effects of the road being closed. As an additional analogy, when the National
 Hurricane Center issues a Hurricane Warning for an area, that warning in no way serves to
 mitigate the negative effects of the hurricane! This line of reasoning is beyond absurd. AAF’s
 attempts to redefine the meaning of the word “mitigate” stretch the boundaries of credulity.
 FRA’s acceptance of these attempts lends further credence to the idea that this DEIS merely
 seeks to provide justification for a decision that has already been made.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My fifth comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 4:36:43 AM

This comment addresses additional issues regarding the scope of the DEIS.

In the June 28, 2013, Scoping Report (DEIS Appendix 8.1 B), Section "3.3 Alternatives"
 addresses various items that were brought up via public comments during the scoping
 process. It talks about what the EIS will do. It says the following will all be considered in the
 EIS:

- additional/alternative stations on the east coast of Florida
- alignment alternatives west of the current FEC corridor
- impacts to the New River and marine industry, including the possibility of a tunnel under it
- last-mile service assisting passengers to and from the AAF stations
- development of rail-with-trail as part of the Project

In spite of these claims in the Scoping Report, the DEIS addresses NONE of those issues. The
 DEIS should be supplemented to incorporate elements of the Scoping Report that were
 omitted for reasons unkown. As it stands, the DEIS is wholly inadequate in many respects.
 The above Scoping Report issue is merely one of them. Analysis of what is addressed and
 evaluated in the DEIS as compared to what was called for in the Soping Report reveals many
 similar instances where the DEIS falls short.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My first comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 3:17:39 AM

The public comment period should be extended by one week, or an additional week should be
 identified for submission of public comments regarding the AAF DEIS.

The "Abstract" page says comments are due by December 3, 2014. Page S-4 refers to a 75-day
 comment period. December 3, 2014, is, in fact, 75 days after the September 19, 2014, "Date
 of Approval" as it appears on the "Abstract" page of the main DEIS document. NEPA
 regulations, as promulgated by the CEQ in 40 CFR 1506.10(a) state that "time periods set
 forth in this section shall be calculated from the date of publication" of the EPA notification,
 as it appears in the Federal Register, announcing the availability of the EIS. Although this
 Draft EIS was approved on September 19, 2014, and made available on the FRA website, the
 official EPA notice of availability was not made until a week later, on September 26, 2014
 (see Federal Register Vol. 79, No. 187 page 57930). The 75-day comment period should toll
 from that date in accordance with CEQ regulations. As such, the end of the comment period
 should, in fact, be December 10, 2014. That date is 75 days after the EPA officially published
 notice of the availability of the DEIS.

 

Release of the Draft EIS in a Friday afternoon document dump on September 19, 2014 is not
 sufficient to start the clock running on the public comment period. 40 CFR 1506.10(a) clearly
 states that the clock does not start to run until notice of the EIS is published in the Federal
 Register, and that notice was not published until September 26, 2014.

Alternatively, it should me made clear that the actual amount of time allocated for public
 comments on the DEIS was 68 days, not 75.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My fourteenth comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 5:56:32 AM

Regarding Page S-8 and the Environmental Effects on Transportation:

The proposed Project is unprecedented in that it seeks to run 32 daily trains at nearly double
 the speed of existing rail traffic through more than 20 municipalities and crossing over 300 at-
grade highway-rail-crossings. Narrowing the focus of traffic disruption study to only 10 at-
grade crossings is irresponsible. AAF should conduct highway capacity analyses for every
 roadway crossing in the North-South corridor between Cocoa and West Palm Beach. Failing
 that, they should identify the specific criteria used to narrow down their selection of
 crossings. Limiting their analyses to the 2 largest arterials, by volume, in each of the Project
 counties is an arbitrary choice that cannot be justified by any reasonable criteria. In fact, AAF
 personnel have stated many times (in discussions of crossing upgrades and maintenance costs,
 as well as potential requirements for Quiet Zones) that "each crossing is different". For AAF
 to now claim analyzing just 10 (of over 300) highway crossings is sufficient to draw
 conclusions about the impacts to automobile traffic along the proposed North-South corridor
 is the very definition of “capricious”.

 

Furthermore, the traffic analyses that were conducted fail to take into account the locations of
 medical care facilities in the communities where increased passenger – and freight – service
 will increase wait times at crossings and degrade levels of service to roadway vehicles and
 emergency responders.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My fourth comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 4:26:05 AM

This comment addresses the Scope of the DEIS.

Page S-1 states that this is the DEIS for the proposed AAF "Orlando to Miami" project. That is
 incorrect because the instant DEIS is ONLY for that portion of the project between Orlando
 and West Palm Beach. Section 1.2 ("Project Description") of Appendix 8.1 B ("Scoping
 Report") clearly states that, "To the extent that actions in this corridor have not changed since
 the EA, these would not be part of the proposed action." While the Applicant may be desirous
 of short-circuiting NEPA requirements, there is nothing in FRA's own "Procedures for
 Considering Environmental Impacts" (see Federal Register Vol. 64 No. 101 [May 28, 1999]
 [Section 11(g)]) that would allow it to subsume a previous EA/FONSI into the EIS for a new
 and separate action. For FRA to now elevate portions of the previous EA/FONSI to the level
 of evaluation and analysis required by an EIS is an egregious abuse of its discretion.

To the extent that actions in the corridor have changed since the EA, FRA's own procedures
 require specific action on its part that is completely different than what it is attempting to do
 here. FRA's proposed selective incorporation and modification of previous EA/FONSI
 analyses and findings into the instant DEIS is arbitrary and capricious. Significant changes to
 the proposed Project's Phase I should be evaluated as either a full new and original EIS for
 that proposed Phase I action, or else the development and publication of a supplement to the
 original FONSI is required. Nowhere can there be found justification for what FRA is
 proposing here.

Regardless of FRA's ultimate decision regarding the adequacy of the eventual final EIS,
 discretion as to the substance of the ultimate decision does not confer discretion to ignore the
 required procedures of decisionmaking.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My nineteenth comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:26:49 PM

Regarding comments under the heading "Cumulative Effects" on page S-21:

Past, present or reasonably foreseeable actions in the Project Study Area must take into
 account the anticipated increase of railroad freight traffic that will be enabled by the Project.
 FECR is an affiliate of the Project sponsor and ultimately controlled by the same entity as the
 sponsor itself, i.e. Fortress Investment Group. They and they alone posess all the relevant
 information regarding the Project and how they intend to utilize the increased freight rail
 capacity that will result from upgrading the track along FECR's right-of-way from FRA Class
 4 to FRA Class 6 standards. Furthermore, FECR has granted AAF a purchase option
 exercisable through 2027 which will allow AAF to buy the entire FECR mainline right-of-
way in the N-S Project Corridor for the sum of 10 dollars and other trivial consideration.
 AAF's proposed Project will significantly affect the amount of freight and the number of
 freight trains traversing the Project Corridor for the foreseeable future. As a result, the range
 of impacts that could be caused by that increased freight rail volume must be adequately
 examined in the EIS. Contrary to what is stated here, the cumulative analysis for the Project
 ignores a large part of the impacts that will result from the track upgrades along the N-S
 corridor. These issues should be addressed in a Supplemental DEIS, or prefereable, in a
 completely revamped new and original EIS that considers the impacts of the entire project
 and does not rely on arbitrary segregation (of what is essentially a single action) into Phase I
 and Phase II fictions.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My ninth comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 5:02:25 AM

Regarding DEIS page S-4 and the bulleted item at the bottom of the page, "Draft EIS (DEIS)":

Public notice in the Federal Register was not made until September 26, 2014. As such, the 75-
day public comment period should run until December 10, 2014. All other mentions of the
 cutoff date being December 3, 2014, should be publicly corrected.

In the alternative, public notice should be made that the comment period was technically a 68-
day comment period. FRA embarrasses itself and the nation when it cannot even count the
 number of days between two calendar dates. It's either that or a deliberate mischarecterization
 of the length of the public comment period. Neither explanation is satisfactory, to be quite
 frank.
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From: Marianne Bracchi
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My opinion
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 9:38:41 AM

Your private funding is a smoke screen, which eventually will fall on the shoulders of
 taxpayers.
Just another waste of taxpayer money, creating nothing but MORE TRAFFIC JAMS.
 Who is going to be riding these trains?????????.  The cost is rediculously high.  I
 hope this project will be canned.
Marianne Bracchi

mailto:mabrac@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My second comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 4:13:52 AM

This comment addresses the improper segmentation of AAF's "two phase" approach for their
 Project(s).

The "Abstract" summarizes the way the Project has been divided into two phases, Phase I and
 Phase II. Furthermore, it states that the environmental impacts from Phase I have already been
 addressed in the 2012 EA and FONSI and will not be reanalyzed in the DEIS. Furthermore, it
 states that this DEIS analyzes the cumulative effects of completing both phases of the Project.
 Subsequent portions of the DEIS refer to Phase I impacts and provide new information and
 analyses regarding same. CEQ 1502.4(a) demands that, "Proposals or parts of proposals
 which are related to each other closely enough to be, in effect, a single course of action shall
 be evaluated in a single impact statement."

Separation of the Project, for the purposes of NEPA, amounts to improper segregation and was
 arbitrarily done so as to avoid taking a "hard look" at the entire project from Miami to
 Orlando.

Therefore it is only reasonable to ask that the entire Project, both Phase I and Phase II, should
 be evaluated in a single EIS. The initial Phase I EA and FONSI from 2012/2013 should be set
 aside and this Phase II DEIS should also be set aside so that a properly comprehensive
 Supplemental Draft EIS may be prepared.

The EA and FONSI (for Phase I) were published over 18 months ago and yet AAF has not
 commenced any significant construction activity between West Palm Beach and Miami. It is
 abundantly clear that without NEPA document approval for both phases of the Project,
 neither will go forward. The distinction between the two phases of the Project is completely
 arbitrary since AAF has not demonstrated that they believe "Phase I" has any independent
 utility whatsoever. The only reasonable conclusion is that both phases, when taken together,
 constitute a "single course of action".

Support for this argument can be found in the DEIS's own Appendix "8.1 B Scoping Report".
 There, in Section 1.2 ("Project Description"), it says, "FRA issued a Finding of No Significant
 Impact (FONSI) for the EA in January 2013. To the extent that actions in this corridor have
 not changed since the EA, these would not be part of the proposed action." Yet we see that
 Phase I  actions "in this corridor" are brought up time and time again throughout this DEIS
 that was allegdly prepared for Phase II. AAF cannot have their cake and eat it, too. Either
 both Project phases need to be evaluated as a "single course of action" as per CEQ 1502.4(a),
 or else the present action (i.e. Phase II), for which this DEIS has been prepared, must stand on
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 its own without reference to Phase I. FRA's "Procedures for Considering Environmental
 Impacts", as published in the Federal Register Vol. 64 No. 101 on May 28, 1999 (Section
 11(g)) state that if significant change is made in the action for which a FONSI has already
 been prepared, the course of action is to either prepare a new EA or issue a Supplement to the
 original FONSI. Nowhere in those FRA procedures is the option to address modified portions
 of a Project in an EIS - Draft or otherwise - for a completely separate action. The inclusion of
 discussion and analysis as regards Phase I in the instant DEIS goes above and beyond FRA's
 own procedures for considering environmental impacts of a project. Doing so, as this DEIS
 does so often, is both arbitrary and capricious.

Further of note is the curious appearance in the DEIS Abstract of the sentence, "AAF can
 proceed at this time with construction of Phase I based upon the FONSI." This statement
 should be expanded upon. The Applicant (AAF) might be tempted to claim that it was
 awaiting this determination in order to commence construction. But inn fact, AAF has had the
 FRA's permission, if you will, to proceed with construction since the day the FONSI was
 issued over 18 months ago. The inclusion of the aforementioned sentence suggests that the
 publication of this DEIS now grants them the authority to proceed with construction; i.e.
 authority that did not previously exist. In fact, that authority has existed for over 18 months.
 That AAF has not chosen to commence any meaningful construction in the intervening 18
 months (beyond moving materials into place at some locations and demolishing a building to
 make room for one of their proposed stations) is completely of their own choosing. The fact
 of the matter is that what they refer to as Phase I and Phase II are actually components of a
 single Project - a single course of action - and AAF has made it abundantly clear through their
 actions that it will not proceed with construction of one phase until approval for both phases
 is in hand.

This amounts to an improper segregation of the Project(s). The only reasonable explanation
 for FRA to approve this segregation is that they were mislead by AAF as to their (AAF's) true
 plans for the construction of the proposed service.



From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My seventeenth comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:17:21 PM

This comment regards the discussion of Hazardous Materials and Solid Waste Disposal on
 page S-12.

Aside from whatever hazardous materials that may be generated by the Project, AAF's
 affiliate, FECR, a freight railroad, will also partake of the benefits provided by AAF's
 proposed track and other system improvements. In FECR's Form S-4 filed with the U.S. SEC
 on May 5, 2011, FECR states under the section titled "Risk Factors", that, "As part of our
 railroad operations, we frequently transport hazardous materials... In 2010, approximately
 1.0% of our moves were related to hazardous materials."

 

The additional freight train traffic that will result - and which is anticipated - may cause an
 increase in the amount of hazardous materials hauled by freight trains over the Project
 Corridor. The EIS should address that. In an October 2, 2003 opinion in the case of Mid
 States Coalition for Progress v. Surface Transportation Board (No. 02-1359), the U.S. Court
 of Appeals for the 8th Circuit ruled on a question of whether or not an EIS should have
 considered the speculative impacts of future coal pollution only indirectly related to the
 Project (which proposed an improved rail line to haul an increased amount of coal). The court
 concluded, "... when the nature of the effect is reasonably foreseeable but its extent is not, we
 think that the agency may not simply ignore the effect."

 

The nature of a rail mishap involving hazardous materials or waste, being hauled by an
 increased number of freight trains at higher rates of speed - the proposed Project involves
 upgrading 135 miles of track in its N-S corridor from Class 4 to Class 6 standards - is clear,
 although the extent of such a mishap is speculative.

 

The potential impacts of such mishaps should be analyzed in the EIS.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My seventh comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 4:53:43 AM

Regarding the environmental impact analyses of the railroad bridges between Miami and West
 Palm Beach, Florida.

Page S-2 states that Phase II of the Project includes, among other things, additional bridge
 work between Miami and West Palm Beach. That segment of the AAF project was clearly
 identified in the prior EA/FONSI as belonging to Phase I of the Project. FRA cannot now
 demote bridge work from the EA and promote same into the EIS for Phase II which is a
 separate action.

If the Miami-West Palm Beach segment of the Project is deserving of full EIS treatment and
 study now, then the previous EA and its accompanying FONSI should be shelved, and a full
 EIS be conducted on that segment. Cherry-picking out the New River bridge in Fort
 Lauderdale now, at this stage of the game, constitutes behavior that is both arbitrary and
 capricious on the part of FRA.

The artificial distinction between Phases I and II of the AAF Project must be eliminated and a
 full and comprehensive EIS should be undertaken for the project as a whole. Anything less
 amounts to an improper segretation of the proposed project.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My sixteenth comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:14:28 PM

This comment pertains to the Noise and Vibration discussion on page S-11.

The text on page S-11 mentions sound barriers as a mitigation measure "along elevated
 portions of track". Other than "elevated portions of track", were sound barriers considered
 anywhere else for noise mitigation? The text goes on to say that AAF is committed to
 installing stationary wayside horns to mitigate the noise impacts of train horns at grade
 crossings. That doesn't begin to address the potential noise impacts from the trains
 themselves. Not all noise impacts are from the train horns. What's more, AAF is required by
 law to cooperate with local jurisdictions seeking to establish Quiet Zones regardless of
 whether or not they choose to install wayside horns at at-grade highway-rail crossings. As
 such, this statement is self-serving and irrelevant for the purposes of the EIS.

The consideration of noise impacts, both moderate and severe, is woefully lacking in the
 DEIS. A supplemental DEIS is more than warranted based on the short shrift given to
 evaluating the potential impacts of noise and vibration alone.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My sixth comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 4:43:44 AM

This comment addresses the DEIS and its relationship with the prior EA/FONSI for the
 southern part of the AAF Project.

Page S-2 states that impacts from Phase I, having already been addressed in the 2012 EA and
 FONSI, will not be reanalyzed in this DEIS. It goes on to say that FRA has concluded that it
 "was important to provide a comprehensive look" at the impacts of both phases in one
 environmental document. Such a document should have been a comprehensive EIS covering
 both Phase I and Phase II of the Project. For FRA to now cherry-pick portions of the prior
 EA/FONSI and elevate the evaluation of said impacts to the level of a full-blown EIS runs
 counter to both NEPA regulations and FRA's own Procedures for Evaluating Environmental
 Impacts. FRA proposes to do exactly what it claims it will not do: reanalyze impacts
 previously addressed in the Phase I EA and FONSI. If that were not the case, FRA would feel
 no need to take an additional "comprehensive look" at anything. Parenthetically,
 "comprehensive look" is a term not defined by any legislation or regulation. FRA now seeks
 to invent arbitrary rules and regulations on an ad hoc basis to serve some purpose or agenda
 which it is not otherwise authorized to do. This entire DEIS is inadequate and insufficient to
 stand as currently constructed. It cannot even withstand scrutiny of its introductory Summary
 pages without raising questions of appropriateness of purpose and legality of construct. To be
 sure, the Glossary of this DEIS contains definitions for 180 terms, and "comprehensive look"
 is not one of them.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My tenth comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 5:25:00 AM

Regarding the "Project Corridor" mentioned on page S-5 and corresponding Figure S-1 on
 page S-3:

On page S-5 we learn that the “Project Corridor” is illustrated in Figure S-1. Figure S-1
 identifies, in fact, three corridors in its map legend. None of them are labeled "Project
 Corridor". Furthermore, the Figure fails to clearly identify the "Phase I" or "Phase II" corridor
 as the text on page S-5 claims.

CEQ 1502.8 calls for graphics that the public can readily understand. For the purpose of
 identifying the "Project Corridor", Figure S-1 fails to meet that goal. The DEIS is littered with
 many similar graphics and illustrations that fail to make clear what it is they purport to show.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My third comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 4:20:23 AM

This comment refers to a single diagram in the DEIS. It is representative of many others in
 both the DEIS and its Appendices, but the time constraints of a 75-day comment period
 prevent me from pointing all of them out.

Page S-1 states that "Phase I" of the Project is illustrated in Figure 1.1-1, but Figure 1.1-1 is
 not sufficently clear to identify "Phase I" of the project. Nowhere does the term "Phase I"
 appear in the figure. This is one example of sloppy document preparation and is contrary to
 the requirement of CEQ 1502.8 which states, "... shall be written in plain language and may
 use appropriate graphics so that decisionmakers and the public can readily understand them".
 Figure 1.1-1 is not appropriate for the purposes of identifying "Phase I" of the Project. It is
 not readily understood what constitutes "Phase I" by looking at the grahic.

This is but one example of why the DEIS, as a whole, is inadequate for FRA's purpose of
 meeting the NEPA requirements associated with the AAF Project.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My thirteenth comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 5:47:41 AM

Regarding table S-1 "DEIS Alternatives":

The difference between alternatives A, C and E are so minor that it begs the question, "How
 are these three alternatives different in any significant way in regard to environmental
 considerations?" The three "alternatives" seem to be present only to support the contention
 that alternatives have been evaluated, when, in fact, the larger question of what alternatives
 should be evaluated for the North-South corridor of the Project goes unanswered, and this is
 despite the contents of the Scoping Report (Appendix 8.1 B) that says such alternatives will
 be evaluated in the DEIS.

Inconsitencies such as these make it very difficult to take the DEIS seriously. It is wholly
 inadequate for NEPA purposes.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My twelfth comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 5:42:58 AM

Regarding AAF's "tiered alternatives analysis" described on page S-6:

The duty to perform a "tiered alternatives analysis" falls to FRA in their preparation of the
 DEIS. It was improper for FRA to delegate this task to AAF. The text on page S-6 exhibits
 the hallmarks of unexamined dictation.

Furthermore, the alleged "tiered alternatives analysis" that identified the FECR Corridor as the
 "only feasible route", as mentioned in the DEIS Summary, is nowhere to be found in the main
 body of the DEIS. AAF cannot claim that other alternatives were discarded without
 presenting the evidence and analysis that supposedly led them to their conclusion. The only
 alternatives considered in the DEIS are those concerning the East-West corridor, i.e. the "new
 rail line" portion of the Project, connecting Orlando with the existing FEC corridor to the east.
 AAF fails to provide the criteria used in their screening process used to eliminate three of the
 four routes they claim to have analyzed for routes connecting Orlando with West Palm Beach.
 AAF has failed to document any of the methods used to eliminate alternative routes in their
 "tiered alternatives analysis".
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My twentieth comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:29:31 PM

Regarding Table S-2 on page S-22, "Comaprison of Environmental Effects of Alternatives":

The abject similarity and lack of differences between the impacts of the three "alternatives"
 suggests that there is really only one alternative being considered. This makes a mockery of
 the entire NEPA process and serves only to give the impression that alternatives were studied
 in the DEIS, while, in actuality, no significant alternatives were considered at all. The only
 significant alternative to the proposed Project is the No-Build alternative, and, perhaps not so
 coincidentally, that is the only alternative which is then summarily dismissed as "not meeting
 the project goals". In short, an EIS should not be a document tailored to justify a decision that
 has already been made, but that is exactly what this AAF Draft EIS is.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My twenty-fifth comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:52:25 PM

Regarding Section 3.2.1.1 Screening Criteria:

DEIS 3.2.1.1 admits that the environmental impacts of potential project alternatives takes a
 back seat to the sponsor's "critical determining factors". It is inappropriate to exclude analysis
 of alternatives with an eye toward rubber-stamping the project sponsor's preferred alternative
 in advance of a thorough "hard look" at all of the alternatives.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My twenty-first comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:33:11 PM

Regarding "Appendices and Supporting Material" on page xiv:

The noise and vibration analysis results contained in the appendices do not come close to any
 definition of "detailed" in the English-speaking world. The purported "analysis" of noise and
 vibration is so shallow that it constitutes an affront to all engineering and scientific analysis
 everywhere by pretending to be that which it is not. An honest-to-goodness detailed analysis
 of noise (and vibration as well) impacts that will potentially be generated by the Project
 should be conducted and the results included in a Supplemental DEIS that actually meets the
 needs of the NEPA process.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My twenty-fourth comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:50:29 PM

Regarding Section 1.6 "Organization of this Environmental Impact Statement":

How is it possible to say that the DEIS was developed, in part, to satisfy the NEPA
 requirements of USCG when USCG has not even begun to evaluate the potential impacts to
 navigation on affected waterways? This claim is specious, at best. To say that USCG NEPA
 requirements are satisfied by this DEIS is capricious in the extreme.

 

The proper way to identify and evaluate changes in project design since the 2012 EA and 2013
 FONSI is to supplement or revise those documents. It is inappropriate for FRA to now
 attempt to subsume the scope and determinations of prior environmental documentation into a
 new and separate EIS being prepared for an entirely different action. While the Administrator
 may have broad discretion in these matters, the instant DEIS appears to go beyond the bounds
 of reasonable decision making in this regard. If a full EIS was warranted for Phase I of the
 project, then a full EIS should have been done for that segment. The 2012 EA should, at a
 minimum, be supplemented to account for project design changes made since then.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My twenty-second comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:39:27 PM

Regarding Section 1.2.4 "WPB-M Corridor":

The environmental impacts of bridge construction in the West Palm Beach to Miami segment
 of the Project should have been part and parcel of the 2012 EA and 2013 FONSI. That EA
 would now seem to have been deficient in its exclusion of said bridge work. It appears that, in
 fact, the 2012 EA was designed to purposely exclude the bridge work so as to prematurely
 arrive at a FONSI for the Project Sponsor's benefit in terms of obtaining financing. Either the
 EA and FONSI need to be re-done, or the Phase II Draft EIS needs to be expanded in scope to
 encompass the entirety of the Project's Phases 1 and 2. It is inappropriate for the Phase II EIS
 to "pick up the pieces" for the Phase I EA/FONSI, and is a tacit admission that the prior EA
 and FONSI were deficient and inadequate. AAF, through an improper segregation of their
 single Project into 2 arbitrary "phases", is attempting to have their cake and eat it too. Either
 Phase I has independent utility or it does not. Without studying the environmental impacts
 that may result from bridge construction in the WPB-M corridor, the initial EA and FONSI
 should be discarded in light of the new concerns and issues raised during the preparation of
 the Phase 2 DEIS.

 

The 2012 EA specifically says that the seven bridges located in the WPB-M corridor were to
 be in-scope for that EA. The seven bridges are mentioned in Sections 1.1, 1.3.2, 3.1.3, 3.1.3.1
 and 3.3.7.1. The conclusions drawn from the EA regarding the seven bridges were that no
 impact to waterways or navigation would result. Going back now to re-evaluate potential
 impacts of bridge work in the WPB-M corridor should be done as a supplement to the EA; it
 is inappropriate for this EIS to subsume the scope of the 2012 EA. Ideally, a Supplemental
 DEIS should be prepared that takes a "hard look" at both project phases together as one
 action.
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From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My twenty-sixth comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:56:04 PM

Regarding Section 3.2.1.1 Screening Criteria:

There is scant information in the DEIS regarding the required upgrades that will be required to
 highway traffic crossings and signaling equipment that will be required at grade crossings all
 along the N-S project corridor. Besides PTC considerations, traffic signal pre-emption is a
 key consideration where safety is concerned, and the absence of need for such highway
 improvements in alternative corridors would augur well for a reduction in project costs when
 compared with the pre-selected N-S corridor APE.

 

The Louis Berger Group ridership study summary, as it appears in DEIS Appendix 3.3-F,
 allows that some of its assumptions and forecasts may not materialize. That is an
 understatement. Between the time LBG conducted their "original source material" research in
 the form of Stated Preference (SP) surveys and now, gasoline prices in Florida have dropped
 over 10%. LBG's SP surveys surely did not include in their array of choices, "What would
 you choice for mode of travel be if gas was 32 cents per gallon cheaper?"

 

Given the United States' position as having recently attained the distinction of being a net
 petrolium product exporter, it is reasonable to expect that the price of gasoline paid by
 motorists will continue to fall. Thus, the appeal of rail service - at any speed - between Miami
 and Orlando will be lessened.

 

Based on "the price of gas" consideration alone, the change in which amounts to significant
 new information available since the LBG study was done, the DEIS should be supplemented
 to account for whatever new numbers LBG might come up with to account for the change.
 The existing LBG study is clearly outdated due to recent fast-moving events in the realm of
 gas prices in Florida. Since the entire proffitability question of the proposed AAF Project
 depends on the conclusions of that study, a supplement to the DEIS that takes that significant
 new information into account is more than warranted. Economic considerations alone demand
 it.

 

Considerable mention is made of the difficulties often encountered in a shared-use scenario
 where passenger rail service competes with freight on the same set of tracks. Oddly, the DEIS
 as a whole ignores the same issues when one considers that FECR - AAF/FECI's affiliate
 company - owns the N-S portion of the proposed project ROW and its long-established
 freight rail service would present many of the same problems.
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This is notwithstanding the fact that AAF holds a 20-year purchase option on the entire FECR
 ROW that stretches from Jacksonville to Miami. Should AAF exercise that purchase option
 before it expires, the entire dynamic of the FEC rail system between Coca and Miami would
 be subject to changes in priority of passenger service vs. freight consists. Such an eventuality
 falls squarely within the definition of "reasonably foreseeable" future actions and should be
 addressed in the EIS. (See Purchase Option Agreement memorialized in the Official Records
 of St. Johns County, Florida, dated December 20, 2007, and recorded in the county's Official
 Record Book No. 3026 on Page 892.)

 

Should FECR freight suddenly take a back seat to AAF (FECI) passenger traffic, the
 displacement of freight tonnage from the rails to highway trucks as a result of increased rail
 freight delivery delays has the potential to completely change the equation with respect to air
 quality, traffic congestion, and the overall economic climate for commercial shipping along
 the entirety of Florida's east coast. All of these considerations should be discussed in the
 DEIS. At the very least, the possibility of those future adverse impacts on the APE should be
 acknowledged and disclosed.



From: D Evans
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: My twenty-third comment regarding the All Aboard Florida DEIS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:44:54 PM

Regarding Section 1.3 "Federal Agency Actions and Legislative Authority":

As of the date of publication of the draft EIS, the USCG has yet to make any determination on
 the impacts to navigation anticipated by the Project. In fact, they have only recently scheduled
 public meetings to gather input which will be used to consider the impacts to the public right
 of navigation at the three moveable bridges in the N-S project corridor.

 

Publication of this DEIS was premature without the complete considered opinion and
 determinations of USCG as regards potential impacts to navigation. This demonstrates, once
 again, the desire of FRA and the Sponsor to rush the required environmental documents to
 completion. At the very least, a Supplemental DEIS should be prepared and made available
 for public comment. It is unconscionable that FRA would deem the instant DEIS fit for
 publication absent comprehensive input from USCG. USCG is listed as a cooperating agency
 for the DEIS, and yet we find that USCG has had virtually no input to the process all the way
 up to (and including) issuance of the project's draft EIS.
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From: Tom Regan
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; USCGD7DPBPublicComment@uscg.mil
Subject: Navigation and Economic Issues
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 2:37:21 PM
Attachments: All Aboard Florida 1.docx

Gentlemen:
There are a lot of areas where the proposal to run a high speed train through densely populated
 areas.  This idea has not taken into consideration navigational issues, economic areas, feasibility and
 safety issues.  It overlooks the fact that there has not been a profitable rail built anywhere in the
 country.  The existing rail connection between Miami and Orlando has never made money and is
 currently being subsidized by tax payer money.
So why build another?
Simply so that a railroad that is primarily a freight company with an aging track bed would like to get
 a subsidized low cost method to build that track up to acceptable standards using tax payer money, 
 the money is being borrowed by the AAF passenger rail line not the freight railroad is taking the
 loan.  The tracks and right of way belong to the Freight entity.  The borrowed money that is being
 backed by the USA (us) will go in to default when the rail line goes into bankruptcy.  The track and
 other improvements to the track bed will have already been built, so the freight company comes
 out with a rebuilt track bed and a new connection to Orlando using our money.  Let’s not get
 hoodwinked into accepting this scam.
The navigational issues are put forth on the attached note.  
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Thomas J. Regan

Renaissance on the River

20 Orange Ave.

Fort Pierce, FL 34950
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To Whom It May Concern							December 2, 2014



December 2, 2014



My concerns center on the amount of time that the St. Lucie River Bridge will be closed to water traffic as the proposed level of freight and passenger trains increases under the current planning period.  Roughly 32 passenger trains, closing the train trestle for approximately 20 minutes, at least. These passenger  trains will be using the bridge during daylight hours which is between the hours of 8 AM and 6 PM daily year round.  Add the current load of freight trains, roughly 16 a day closing the trestle for at least 30 minutes each.  Freight traffic is expected to increase significantly once the Panama Canal gets completed and the Port of Miami is dredged in preparation for the larger cargo ships that will make that passage.  

[bookmark: _GoBack]But let’s take a look at the navigation problem that the new level of activity will have as this level of activity impacts the Trestle and thus navigation over the next year or so.  I took the time over the last few weeks to monitor the rail activity over the St. Lucie River Train Trestle. The first thing that one observes is that the trestle’s draw bridge comes down at least 15 minutes before the current freight trains start to cross. (This is probably due to the fact that the trestle has to signal the trains if a problem exists in enough time for them to stop.   Given the size and momentum of the freight trains we can understand the need for a reasonable distance to bring them to a total stop.)   Once the train clears the bridge it takes up to 5 more minutes to raise it and start boat traffic through. AAF’s consultants admit to the freight trains taking at least 6 to 12 minutes to cross the trestle once it is down, an average of 9 minutes per train.  I observed some that were well in excess of 12 minutes.  Occasionally, trains come back to back and the bridge stays closed to boat traffic for over an hour.  None of the above was discussed in the “dog and pony show” that AAF put on.  Now let’s take 16 freight trains a day, some of which pass through during the night hours.  My observations are that more than 65% will pass over during the day.  That’s 10.4 trains a day or approximately 1 train an hour between 8AM and 6PM.  That would close the bridge for navigation at least 29 minutes every hour during daylight hours, which is when most of the boat traffic will occur.   The trestle is crammed in with the vehicle bridge at this point and the currents are formidable.  Maintaining a boat in line waiting for the bridge to open will be difficult of an expert boats-man.

The daily passenger trains will use the trestle 32 times in a 10 hour period.  That is 3.2  trains an hour.  At 20 minutes each, that will close the trestle and the waterway to navigation for 64 minutes  each hour just for the passenger trains

 Hmmmmm that totals 93 minutes for each daylight  hour.  If we add two more hours to that and expect the trains to run between 8 AM and 8 PM,  we would only have to fit 78 minutes into every hour.  

I think that the navigation problem that this presents is essentially closing the St. Lucie River to navigation during daylight hours.  As the river is part of the Inter-coastal waterway, it would appear that this problem falls with the Coast Guard, who are reviewing the issue now.

I don’t have a copy of the Coast Guard’s guidelines to have clear navigation of any waterway, but it must be at least 50% of daylight hours.   Not being a professional, I can only present a lay person’s point of view on this matter.  But my friend and I run his ‘58’ boat out of the Stuart City Marina on a regular basis.  If the trestle is going to closed only 50% less than my projections, we will have to move our boat to another area for dockage.  

Beyond that there is a property value issue that will occur if you close the waterway to traffic that much of the time.  Most of the real estate will suffer a significant reduction in value as it will no longer have easy access to the ocean.  The business that cater to the boating community will not be able to do so.  Most importantly, the proposed change will be impacting significantly to the access of the Inter-Coastal waterway.  



 





From: Miguel
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Need passenger rail in South Florida
Date: Friday, October 24, 2014 6:24:05 PM

All Aboard to Orlando...at maximum allowed speed.
All Aboard to Tampa and Jacksonville...at maximum allowed speed.

TriRail Coastal Link from downtown Miami to Jupiter.  Present TriRail operates at a very slow speed.

Need to get cars off the roads.  Need alternative transportation in Florida.  The state needed this years ago.
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From: david hunter
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; sisustarfish@aol.com; Daniel Lamson
Subject: Need to Reject Federal Loan Support for All Aboard Florida Project
Date: Sunday, October 5, 2014 4:57:45 PM

John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration
Washington DC 20590

Dear Mr. Winkle:

As a Board Member of the Indian River Neighborhood Association, an organization that is
 devoted to protection of the quality of life and safety of citizens of Indian River County, Fla, I
 am writing to you to request your rejection of any proposal for All Aboard Florida (AAF) or
 its parent company Florida East Coast Railroad (or financial investor Fortress) to obtain funds
 or loan guarantee from the US Government or connected financial groups,  in relation to
 AAF's plan to build and run a high speed passenger rail service from Miami to
 Orlando/Tampa.  

The basis for my objection is:

1) the "business model seems highly speculative", with ridership and fees not supporting the actual
 costs.  If this is such a good business model, let AAF obtain its funds from private capital
 sources, not US taxpayer backed guarantees or funds.

2) the "high speed train threatens public safety" in the numerous towns along the route,
 including the safety of passenger cars and buses crossing the tracks with trains running at over
 100 mph in the West Palm Beach to Cocoa Beach portion; and frequent delays in fire engines
 and ambulance service from constant trains passing through, when minutes can mean life of
 death to the injured.  Furthermore, the absence of separation from freight train service
 carrying any hazardous materials, risks having a catastrophic derailing incident in a populated
 area, with AAF passengers involved.  

3) the "backlog in traffic from delay in ability to cross will cause accidents" on highways, even
 if traffic lights are sequenced to help avoid cars blocking major intersections such as US 1 at
 crossways. 

4) the "increased noise and vibration"--- caused by 32 high speed trains per day, without
 raised-elevation tracks and special beds as are common in Europe, ---will damage quality of
 life of residents near the train's path, and devalue property likely amounting to $10s or $100s
 million dollar losses to Fla. citizens along the entire path of the project. 

If a high speed passenger rail service between Miami and Orlando is indeed needed and
 financially viable, ie to augment or supplement the ample air service now being provided, it
 makes much better sense to plot that rail route along the path of existing Fla. toll roads, which
 pass through largely rural farmland, rather than running it on the old Henry Flagler right of
 way that cuts through the economic centers of historic towns and villages on Florida's East
 Coast. 

Thank you for favorable consideration of my views.
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Sincerely

David W. Hunter



From: rar revert
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: negative for all aboard fl
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 8:48:58 PM

the impact on the residents that have to live with this
is never considered
The only consideration is to those that will profit
from moving tourists from Disney to Miami and back
via rail
follow the money & don't allow this traffic on the
rails!!!
Nay to All Aboard

mailto:revertr@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Martha Fenimore
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: negative impact of all aboard florida train route
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 9:47:44 PM

even if there were to be a train stop in indian river county, the best and safest location
 would be further west where there is a less dense population.   the vast majority of
 people in indian river county reside on the west side of the current tracks.  the main
 problem is that the 2 hospitals (and their emergency rooms) that are in the county
 are about 1-2 miles east of the tracks. there are no other nearby options.  no matter
 how fast the trains are, deaths will occur simply due to the frequent interruptions in
 traffic.  heaven forbid an actual train wreck occurs!!   there are better options for train
 routes which won't be so potentially lethal for the majority of indian river county
 residents.     martha fenimore    (772)532-8534 
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From: Janice Bezanson
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Negative impact of high speed trains through Vero Beach
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 8:56:24 AM

To Whom It May Concern,

I am very concerned about the negative impact that high speed trains will have on the small communities along the
 Treasure Coast.  I am not against high speed trains, but tracks should be built along the existing transportation
 corridor that is along the toll road or Interstate 95.   If All Aboard Florida is allowed to use the existing tracks there
 will be an increase in train related deaths and also a decline in property values.  It is ludicrous to think that it is okay
 to proceed with this project when there is so much at stake.  The residents of Vero Beach and other small
 communities will suffer greatly because of the greed of large corporations.  Please don’t ruin our Treasure Coast. 
 Stop this before it is too late!!

Thank you,
Janice Bezanson
7630 Mesetta Way
Vero Beach, Florida
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From: Sharman Moore
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Negative Impact
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 8:12:39 AM

Good Morning,
I would like to reiterate the obvious:  you would be hard-pressed to find
 one citizen in the Vero Beach area who approves of the plan to increase
 railroad traffic with the All Aboard Florida proposal.
Trains running at high speeds through our serene community would be
 a noise polluter and a nuisance at all of our railroad crossings.
It will also negatively impact our city in that we will now be divided
 into separate communities (homes/businesses on the east side of the
 railroad tracks and homes/businesses on the west side of the railroad
 tracks). In fact, I was considering buying a home on the West side of
 the tracks but I have so many appointments and commitments located
 on the East side, I have cancelled my plans to buy a residence on the
 West side.
Please consider locating AAF further West of Vero Beach, such as
 close to the I-95 corridor, so thousands of lives are not disrupted.
Thank you,
Sharman Moore 
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From: endee438
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: New choo choo trains
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 7:00:00 PM

Need another stop between wpb and orlando.
  Its about time america starts improving on public transportation in this country. I am taking
 for granted that they will take strong measures to make it as safe as possible, keeping in mind
 that you do not have control over less than smart people.
   For those streets that are the ONLY way in and out of an area, please consider some
 alternative.  The prevention of emergency services doing what they do is the only negative
 draw back about the plan.
  Mickey,Minnie here I come!
  All Aboard
  Kathy Parnes

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy Note™, an AT&T LTE smartphone
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mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Stephen Blank,DDS
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; Stephen G. Blank,DDS
Subject: New Passenger and freight rails, wrong place
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 10:47:53 AM

I object to this increase in quantity of trains and speed of trains on tracks NOT designed for
 high speed, with many curves and through city centers. 

This project needs to be built on NEW Rails, west of town, straighter and to allow true high
 speed bullet train like speeds. Building on top of 100 year old infrastructure is NOT the
 foundation for our future. 

In addition, the location of the current proposed routes will disrupt road travel for many people
 throughout the business day and waterways through out the Treasure Coast. 

Go West, and build real trains to accommodate the future freight from the Panama canal
 expansion and growth of our country. 

Stephen G. Blank, DDS
184 NW Central Park Plaza
Port St. Lucie, FL  34986

772-878-7348  office
772-475-5556  cell
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From: Richard Gmail
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Negron - Fl. Senate Joe
Subject: New rail service in the Treasure Coast
Date: Sunday, November 9, 2014 12:00:41 PM

We feel very strongly that you should move your planned rail service to the middle of the state where there is plenty
 of land and you will not eviscerate our little towns.  The speed of the trains, the likelihood of freight trains
 following your passenger service, the safety concerns all point to the desirability of using the western rail location
 instead.  We will fight you with all the tools available to us. 

Yours truly,
Lynette MacLeod
Vero Beach, Florida 32963

Sent from my iPad
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From: Gene Kopf
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: new railroad
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 12:31:45 PM

I think there are more pluses than minuses with the proposed new rail line.  gene kopf
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From: Dr. Trudy Jermanovich
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: New River Bridge Crossing
Date: Monday, October 27, 2014 10:16:06 AM

If this new train schedule is to impede navigation on the New River for those of us who are boaters and have
 purchased property West of this bridge, we MUST have a bridge tender at all times.   It's not only the Marine
 Contractors that are affected, but those of us who are willing to pay higher taxes to live "on the water" in order to be
 able to easily reach the ocean at any time.  Once again, for the sake of big business (the expansion is privately
 funded South of Palm Beach) it's the ordinary citizens who must pay the price.  In addition, the build up of boats
 before bridges open is particularly difficult in that area.  For sailboat owners who MUST wait for all bridges this
 can be especially daunting. The bridge tenders in Fort Lauderdale now try to coordinate the openings to
 accommodate all waiting boats. If you do not have a bridge tender on the RailRoad Bridge, I foresee lots of boating
 traffic problems and this is only going to aggravate those problems.  What if a big storm is coming?   What about
 barges and boats being towed which need special assistance? 
   It is imperative that this bridge has a local tender to be flexible in times of need.
   Please consider the regular boaters in your consideration of this increased impediment to owning a boat in the
 "Venice of America."
   Trudy Jermanovich
   Fort Lauderdale, Florida
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From: Herb Ressing
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: greg@rollymarine.com; 007@qpsmarine.com; alex@newrivermarina.net; prattm@lauderdalemarinecenter.com;

 ryc@roscioliyachting.com
Subject: new river bridge
Date: Monday, September 29, 2014 9:13:12 AM

To whom it may concern,
 
As an active member of the marine community, i.e. Ft. Lauderdale marine advisory board, Marina
 mile etc. I am very concerned that the proposed AAF project will have a negative impact upon the
 entire  marine industry that has a majority of its marinas west of the bridge and the frequent
 openings estimated to be 54 per day will limit access to these facilities and create additional
 cognition on the river.
Also, consideration must be given to real-estate values decline due to limited access and the
 additional delays at the numerous street crossing in the center of the city effected by the additional
 number of freight and passenger trains.
It’s time to put the brakes on All Aboard Florida and give serious consideration to all of the
 ramifications that surround this huge real-estate development project.
 

Capt. Herb Ressing
Director of Business Development
Office 954-533-3245
Cell 954-463-1414
Fax 954-368-2177
THE LAUDERDALE MARINE CENTER
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 protection is active.
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From: MrWScott@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: mrwscott@aol.com
Subject: No All Aboard Florida!
Date: Wednesday, October 29, 2014 4:32:30 PM

Please record me as against the All Aboard Florida proposed Orlando
to Miami Train service. The train service will run through Vero Beach, Florida several times a day and
 disrupt traffic at all rail road crossings. I have needs to visit the hospital area located on the east side of
 the tracts several times a week.My wife also has medical needs to visit the
hospital area and doctors that have offices close by. For my health safety and my wife's I am against this
 proposal!
I also believe the proposed service will lower the real estate property
values in Vero Beach and Indian River county  Florida.
This type of project should have the train tracks locater on the west side of I-95 in Indian River county.
 
Thank you, William H. Scott  Property owner in Indian River county, Fl.
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From: Fee, Scott
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: no AAF in Brevard County
Date: Monday, October 13, 2014 11:59:02 AM

As an individual who drives across the FEC tracks at a minimum of 4 times a day, the last thing I want
 is increase rail traffic.  It doesn’t matter if the passing trains cross an intersection in 30 seconds, the
 effects on traffic are both before and long after the train has passed.  Furthermore, AAF doesn’t
 even stop in Brevard County for citizens to utilize the service.  So we must bear the burden of higher
 rail traffic, including serious impact to city traffic with no benefit of rail usage.  Sounds like a bad
 deal for Brevard County.  No thanks, AAF can go somewhere else.
 
Christopher Scott Fee
Indian Harbour Beach FL.
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From: Jan Mooney
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO AAF ON THE TREASURE COAST!!!!!!!
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:15:25 AM

To whom it may concern,

Last Wednesday, Nov. 5th, I would
 have liked to have attended the All
 Aboard Florida presentation at IRSC
 in Vero Beach, but my adopted
 father turned 95 and that was my
 priority that afternoon and evening. 

If I reach the age 95, I doubt that I
 will be wanting to live here, in
 Paradise, with your 32 high speed
 trains coming through, not only
 Vero, but the heart of so many
 lovely towns here on the Treasure
 Coast.
 
Of course, not only will it affect
 residents, businesses, schools and
 marine traffic but the tourists, that
 this area relies on, won't be coming
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 to "TRAIN CITY" anymore.

After reading about the forum in the
 paper, I was not disappointed in not
 being able to attend.

What is the reason that you did not
 allow  time for anyone in attendance
 to speak via the microphone to
 share their views? Isn't this the
 democratic way; one of the reasons
 why this country was founded?

I am a 72 year old grandmother in
 Vero Beach, Florida.  I am putting
 my 2 cents in to support this
 beautiful community to stay safe
 and welcoming for future
 generations.

Your plans of this "high speed" rail
 service coming through the
 downtown areas of so many of these



 lovey, quaint communities is
 absolutely a STUPID AND AN
 IRRESPONSIBLE DECISION.

It will create pandemonium at each
 crossing 32 times each day.  I don't
 care what your display showing how
 fast the trains go through the
 crossings, but,  32 times a day at
 those speeds is dangerous and a
 nuisance.

Emergency vehicles and school buses
 are my two most concerns. 
 Wouldn't you be a bit leery if your
 child was on a bus that crossed
 these tracks with these speeding
 trains coming through 32 times a
 day?  

I'll bet you wouldn't want your
 mother waiting in an ambulance for
 a high speed train to pass in order



 to get to the hospital ASAP in an
 emergency situation.  I agree, they
 are fast, but it takes time for the
 vehicles that are backed up to get
 across the tracks after the gates are
 up. That will increase the wait time
 in a critical situation.

Of course, potential deaths that may
 occur do to the speed of these trains
 (both humans and animals) is a
 concern of mine too. Why not yours?

Why have you not considered putting
 these tracks west of these
 communities or better yet, above
 ground?

There is no public benefit to
 communities north of Palm Beach
 county nor south of Orlando.  It will
 only be detrimental to these areas.
 It will have an impact on local



 businesses, marine industries and
 potential damage to our local rivers
 and the already "sick" Indian River
 Lagoon.

I certainly hope you reconsider this
 AAF before you put the last nail in
 the coffin. 

I have read that you have decided
 against getting Federal funding.
 That was about the only brilliant
 idea that AAF has had.  To expect
 tax payers to fund this project either
 along the projected site or even if it
 were in a less dense area is another
 STUPID idea.

I invite you to come to the Treasure
 Coast and visit these communities
 (Sebastian, Vero Beach, Ft. Pierce
 and Stuart to name a few) that have
 the tracks coming through their



 downtown areas. After seeing with
 your own eyes, perhaps you will
 understand our concerns.

God be with you in your decision.

A very concerned citizen,

Jan Mooney

PS.  In a poll by the Scripps Treasure
 Coast Newspapers, 87% of the
 people said you did a lousy job
  hosting the public meetings.



From: PSmith022@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No All Aboard Florida!!!!!!!!!!
Date: Saturday, September 20, 2014 6:44:47 AM

To whom it may concern,
 
I live on North Hutchinson Island, Florida which is a barrier island north of Fort Pierce.  Over the years, we
 have spent numerous hours waiting for long trains to pass so we are able to access the mainland. Now
 AAF is planning to add 32 more trains daily? 
 
This will significantly affect the lives of those who live on the barrier islands by spending time at the
 crossings. There are no benefits to the Treasure Coast of Florida that the train will bring except anger
 and frustration to those that are sitting there waiting for trains to pass so they can continue their daily
 lives.
 
There will be those that try to outrun the trains at the crossings which will danger lives.  There will be deep
 resentment and anger because NO ONE wants this train running through our communities!!!!! 
 
We already have a draw bridge that is hundreds of feet from the tracks that we sit at waiting for boats. 
 We waste our time and gas on a daily basis. 
 
AAF is a private enterprise that is forcing themselves on a project that is AGAINST THE WILL OF THE
 PEOPLE in Indian River, St. Lucie and Martin Counties in Florida.
 
I urge you to step in and STOP this from ruining our way of life.
 
 
Sincerely,
 
Pamela Smith
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From: Garybrisson
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No all aboard Florida!!
Date: Saturday, September 27, 2014 9:18:36 AM

I live in the Vista Royale Condo community. As a Florida resident I am apposed and shocked that my elected
 officials can not find a way to prevent a high speed train running on tracks only yards from my building. Even now
 when the freight trains go by my windows vibrate and I have to sleep with a fan on to try to drown out the noise.
 Now with more trains at higher speeds all sleep and the good things about were I live will be lost. A noise barrier
 wall like that installed on highways at the very least should be erected.

Respectfully,
Gary R. Brisson
6 Vista Palm Lane unit 202
Vero Beach Fl. 32962

Sent from my iPad
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From: lm910@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO ALL ABOARD FLORIDA
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 2:54:41 PM

I am extremely against All Aboard Florida disturbing our way of life on the Treasure Coast.  I moved up to
 Martin County back in 1999 to get out of the overcrowding and over development of Palm Beach
 County.  All Aboard Florida will effect the small downtown area of Stuart and our hospital access.  The
 Train isn't even stopping here so why the heck would we want it making more congestion and traffic. 
 
Move it out WEST where there is room for it.  We do NOT want this high speed training closing our tracks
 and our waterways!!!!!  Go West All Aboard or GO HOME!!!
 
Very concerned citizen.
 
Leslie Marder
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From: Barb Yeagle
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No All Aboard Florida
Date: Tuesday, November 4, 2014 9:46:40 PM

Please have some consideration for communities and businesses established
 along the existing railroad tracks. Also, these established communities have
 social and medical services that will be impacted greatly with multiple trains
 passing on a daily basis. The proposed increased traffic generated by the AAF
 is NOT an asset for the towns along the Treasure Coast.
Please consider rethinking this idea.

This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! Antivirus
 protection is active.
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From: Patricia Poe
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No all aboard Florida
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 9:10:08 AM

I live In Hobe Sound and oppose the proposed 32 additional trains. Please place your
 additional lines west of 95.
Patricia Poe

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone
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From: Linda Laforte
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO All Aboard
Date: Sunday, October 26, 2014 3:41:46 PM

Hello,

Please let this email serve as my rejection of All Aboard.

I am very much AGAINST a high speed train traveling through Martin County and Stuart close to the coast. I think
 that it will have more adverse impact on the quality of life than you expect. Environmentally, it will pollute and add
 to the already high level of noise. I'm sure that it will destroy the charm of downtown Stuart. Property values will
 go down. Traffic (include deliveries, and emergency vehicles) will be delayed more than they already are. Roads
 and bridges would have to upgraded, etc. etc. The list goes on.

Why on earth can't something be done to extend the Tri-Rail system that runs from Miami to 45th Street in
 Mangonia Park? That train could be extended further north further away from communities and busy areas where it
 will have fewer adverse affects.

Something else that I'd like to see (which doesn't involve the railway) is an upgrade to the Martin County Bus
 System. The roads are clogged enough. Many retired people might welcome better bus transportation to avoid
 driving these roads.

Thank you,

Linda LaForte
326 SE Cardinal Trail
Stuart, FL 34997
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From: Madeleine Guffy
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No all aboard
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 12:08:57 PM

Our family feels this is not a good idea and the money should be going to more useful needs in Florida. A real
 concern is emergency vehicles being held for minutes at the crossing when every minute counts. Please drop this
 idea.
True Florida native
Madeleine Guffy 

mailto:trowel2007@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Nancy Kelly
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO CHOO CHOO
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 12:05:50 PM

NO!!!! I do not want these trains going thru my little town of Vero Beach. There is no benefit
 for Indian River County!!!  These trains are only to benefit wealthy tourists.  GO AWAY

Nancy Kelly
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From: fsbesson@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No for AAF Through our Beautiful Treasure Coast
Date: Tuesday, October 7, 2014 3:30:04 PM

As a Rail Transport Engineer (Ret.) I know the current All Aboard Florida (AAF) plan
 will be a disaster for the Florida Treasure Coast and recommend strongly against it.
 
My home is on the east side of the existing tracks in Stuart, Florida and I travel daily
 back and forth to the west side using various crossings in Stuart for business and
 family visits.
 
The delays, long lines and safety issues caused by the current freight trains are
 detrimental but acceptable to the Treasure Coast based upon economic realities and
 the need for the movement of rail freight.  Additional  freight and added passenger
 trains, without numerous mitigating fly-overs or tunnels , will impose an unacceptable
 degradation of the flow of the Treasure Coast's businesses, the life styles, treasured
 environment,  wild life, and residential and commercial property values .
 
Additionally, any Federal  or State loans, paid for and guaranteed by disadvantaged
 Treasure Coast taxpayers is patently unfair.
 
Totally missing from any public discussions on AAF is a thorough examination of the
 economic (cost/benefit analyses) and environmental impacts of alternative western
 routes. What is needed now is an examination of  the shorter western alternatives
 with their independent economic and environmental studies.
 
Please move any AAF plans well west to central Florida and preserve Florida's
 historically beautiful and unique Treasure Coast !
 
Frank S. Besson III
Rail Transport Engineer (Ret.)
Stuart, Florida
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From: carlton doby
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO MORE TRAIN TRAFFIC !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
Date: Saturday, September 27, 2014 7:22:27 AM

NO MORE TRAINS !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
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From: jerryohio@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO new trains on the Treasure Coast
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 1:13:44 PM

We live in the Treasure Coast of Florida.  I speaking for Vero Beach, Fort Pierce & Stuart to
 stop the ALL ABOARD FLORIDA  otherwise our life in Stuart will completely change.
 
Speaking personally, I cross the railroad in Stuart to go to:  shops, restaurants, hair dresser,
 hospital, doctors, lawyer, accountant,  Lyric Theatre, Court House & church to name a few. 
 With 30 or more trains speeding though Stuart, we will be sitting & waiting for the trains to
 pass.  Boaters will be on hold to get out to the Ocean.   These businesses will lose their clients
 and everyone will be late for appointments & business meetings.  If this train runs straight
 through Stuart, everyone here in Martin County will be affected.  Maybe they will move out
 of the area.  You are ruining our town!!  Jerry Felton, Martin County Resident
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From: Balzer, Mike
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No railroad
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 10:56:49 AM

As a voter and resident in Martin County I am opposed to the high speed train that is being proposed. In addition to
 the negative effects on our community I am amazed that this is being considered. I just don't see that there is a
 ridership to support the expenses. I am originally from the northeast where there is additional infrastructure and a
 strong need for this type of transport that I just don't see existing in Florida. People drive to Orlando so that they
 can have their car to drive places when they get there and I don't see that there is that much business traffic between
 Miami and Orlando. Let's spend these tax dollars on education!

Sent from my iPhone
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From: David Brigida
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No support for AAB
Date: Friday, October 31, 2014 11:46:23 AM

I live is Port Saint lucie and in my opinion the proposed rail plan for passenger service is a
 very bad idea. It seems to not be about rail service but more about retail space in Miami and
 Ft Lauderdale. I do not believe the ridership projections at all which means all along the
 proposed route peoples lives will be negatively effected for ridership that will not exist. The
 trains will run empty. Crossings will be a disaster, noise will be terrible. Stuart downtown will
 be closed.  Boating will some to a stand still as people wait for the bridge to open. Why not
 move to the western tracks?
It is just a terrible idea and poorly planned. 

David Brigida
772-834-7599
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From: anthony Dorshall
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO TO AAF LOAN
Date: Friday, November 28, 2014 1:18:01 PM

  John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Ave. S.E.
Room W38-31
Washington, D.C. 20590

Dear Mr. Winkle,

I strongly believe that A.A.F., a private endeavor, needs to remain totally private, not risking
 government money and/or subsidies.  The U.S. Government should not be in the business of
 gambling taxpayers money.

Trustworthy and honesty are very important factors in any business decision; I do not think A.A.F.
 and Micheal Reininger CEO are either.  Mr. Reininger certified on a loan application that there
 was no opposition to A.A.F.  It is obvious Mr. Reininger was not being truthful or honest in his
 application to the Florida Development Finance Corporation.

The A.A.F. project is attempting a 21 century high speed rail system built on 18th century
 resources.  The H.R.S. will necessitate more than 360 sealed corridors which will conflict with a
 conventional convenient means of conveyance.  The projected transportation of 9,500 customers
 will disrupt and risk the lives of millions who regularly traverse the tracks daily.

Furthermore should the U.S. Government be entangled in a situation where the Central Florida
 Expressway Authority which controls the 528 corridor bullies the owners of private property to
 fulfill an easement promise to A.A.F..?  

I question the ability of A.A.F. to assure reasonable maritime passage at the St. Lucie River RR
 Bridge crossing, as well as not congesting downtown Stuart intersections.  Where will the freight
 staging areas be located?  The St. Lucie RR Bridge is single-tracked and all train traffic will be
 funneled through this  
bottleneck.  I am aware there have been  many engineers, consultants, and others who have
 worked on this project.  Anomalies do occur as we have seen in recent high profile disasters.   It
 will be the residents who live in the impacted areas that will live with any and all errors, omissions
 and subsequent anomalies. 
Can we or can the government really trust and be confident with A.A.F. and Micheal Reininger?  I
 say NO.

Respectfully,
Arthur Deschane,
Stuart, Florida
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From: Roberta
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No to AAF
Date: Monday, October 27, 2014 4:06:37 PM

Dear Sirs:

Running fast trains thru our populated area, along with more and faster freight trains, 
will increase the dangers for all of us.  Not to even mention the noise, vibrations, 
and longer wait times.

The oil that comes from fracking, is more volatile and catches fire more easily.

It is ridiculous enough that present day freight trains travel over 100-year old drawbridges.
To add modern fast trains to that traffic must make the Europeans laugh, and 
certainly makes our claim of "SuperPower" totally phony.

We have driven over the Viaduc Millau in France, and have been amazed.

Why can't we have a modern freight system that goes up the unpopulated 
center of FL, with fast commuter trains on separate tracks connecting population centers?

Helen and Anthony Frigo
9650 S. Ocean Drive
Jensen Beach, FL 34957
772-229-6033
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From: M Davis
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No to AAF
Date: Friday, October 10, 2014 7:40:21 PM

We can't afford it and it will fail like the other rail projects have. Just stop pushing your mass
 transit agenda at the expense of current and future taxpayers.

____________________________________________________________
2014 Best Skin Tighteners
A Review List of The Top Performing Skin Tighteners In 2014
SkinCareSearch.com
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From: Phyl
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: no to abf
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 10:06:18 AM

Dear Mr.Winkle and all concerning ABF project.
Please stop the venture of more train traffic and noise, pollution and tying up emergency vehicles from
 reaching our helpless citizens from the timely care the need. There is nothing positive about more trains  on
 the Treasure Coast. Here in Micco, many retired have train tracks in their backyards, they won't be able to
 afford to move or sell their homes. also in Barefoot Bay their a many sickly elderly in the community their
 need for emergency care will be greatly endangered, their is concern that they will and not be able to
 receive it in time.

 There are many other concerns the citizens have concerning ABF.  Their are better alternatives to this
 passenger train and increased freight altering our way of life here  on the Treasure Coast. Please consider
 them. Leave this beautiful piece of Florida  as it is without extra issues. We don't need or want your
 passenger train polluting our air and risking the lives of out citizens. Please consider this and listen to the
 citizen taxpayers voices as they plead to stop this project.

Thank you, sincerely, A very concerned citizen....Phyllis Maleski
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From: jerryohio@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO to ALL A BOARD FLORIDA in the Treasure Coast
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 8:42:30 AM

My mailing address is Stuart, FL.   I live & own property in North River Shores (on a canal) in
 Martin County, FL. This area is just over the Roosevelt Bridge in Stuart.     My name is Mary
 J. Felton, I go by Jerry.
 
Down town Stuart has become an active resort town for part time residents & for people who
 live here all year.
All Aboard FL trains will ruin our economy & pollute our environment.  HELP SAVE
 OUR COMMUNITY & COME UP WITH ANOTHER WAY TO RUN YOUR RAIL ROAD
 ! 
 
THANK  YOU.

mailto:jerryohio@comcast.net
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From: pamsart22@me.com
To: AAF-comments@vhb.com; john.winkle@dot.gov
Subject: No To All Aboard Florida Will hurt Martin County
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 3:00:00 PM

The proposed train would be bad for the local economy.  Martin County relies on tourism as a major part of it’s
 economy.  We have fishermen and boaters come from all over to visit here.  The train would hurt recreational
 boating as it would make it almost impossible to get from Palm City to the ocean at many times.  We also have
 snowbirds which stay all winter.  The seniors I’ve talked to that winter here say they don’t want to stay in a place
 that is noisy and hard to get around in because of constantly stopping for trains.  I’ve had many tell me they will go
 elsewhere.  This reduction of tourists will severely hurt restaurants and local businesses.

This train would also create safety problems.  I am worried about access to the hospital as most of the county has to
 cross the tracks to get to the main hospital.

Property values would go down in much of the county due to proximity to the train tracks.

This project is a terrible idea for Martin County with absolutely no benefits at all.

I strongly recommend rejecting this project.

Pam Arthur
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From: Linda Lucas
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO to All Aboard Florida Shame Train!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
Date: Sunday, September 21, 2014 9:08:24 AM

How can this be even considered for the Treasure Coast.  Our small town will be destroyed by this boondoggle.  Do
 we as citizens have no say to something so dangerous and environmentally destructive.  I am sure when a huge
 class action suit is filed when citizens can't even get to the hospital while waiting 32 times a day as passenger and of
 course freight trains pass it will get your attention, then it will be too late!
Linda Lucas
Vero Beach
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From: Paul & Linda Kelly
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: rich.campbell@tcpalm.com; amie.rosenberg@tcpalm.com
Subject: No to All Aboard Florida trains
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 10:35:10 AM

Attention: Mr. John Winkle, Federal Railroad Administration
 
We are writing to voice our opposition to the plan proposed by All Aboard Florida.
 
While we have appreciated the contribution that railroads have made to America, this plan
 for a high-speed passenger rail service in Florida is a disgrace and must not be allowed to
 happen. Surely you are aware that the population and need will never make this a
 worthwhile project? I am a former high school America History teacher with an
 understanding of how the so called "Giants" of the rail industry have cheated the
 American people and our government in the past. This new proposal will become an even
 a greater example of greed and must be stopped. Additionally, my family history is tied
 directly to the Duluth Missabe and Iron Range Company of Minnesota. We lived in a
 section house approximately 150 feet from the tracks that carried millions of iron ore cars
 to their destination. The noise, danger and death caused by these trains will forever live in
 my memory. I would not want any of that dumped on my fellow Floridians because of
 AAF.
 
I am copying two writers from our local newspaper with this e-mail with the hope our
 voices will be heard. Please take action now and stop All Aboard Florida from stuffing
 their plan down our throats.
 
Respectfully, Paul & Linda Kelly
1986 17th PL S.W.
Vero Beach, FL 32962
 
---
New Outlook Express and Windows Live Mail replacement - get it here:
http://www.oeclassic.com/
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From: mapate3633@bellsouth.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO to All Aboard Florida!!
Date: Sunday, November 9, 2014 11:27:28 AM

The inconvenience to simply run errands, attend meetings, get to appointments on time will
 be devastating.  The quality of life here in Stuart will definitely be negatively impacted, as well
 as our
property values.  Other concerns are emergency vehicles, people and animals that cross the
 tracks.
Many negatives - no positives!! NO TO AAF!!!

Ray and Marlene Pate
3730 SE Old St. Lucie Blvd
Stuart FL 34996

Sent from Windows Mail
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From: Cynthia Gurin
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO to All Aboard Florida!
Date: Friday, October 31, 2014 2:14:34 PM

(1) All Aboard "public" meetings which refuse to allow the public to speak and be heard.

(2) A so-called "Environmental Impact Study" paid for and prepared by contractors who work for FEC, which
 "report" reads like a P.R. piece, because that's exactly what it is.

(3) Press coverage which pretends 32 passenger trains a day will go so fast they won't disrupt vehicle or boat traffic,
 but deliberately fail to report on FEC's planned quadrupling of slow moving freight traffic, with trains up to two
 miles long. (I counted 153 freight cars at rush hour yesterday which backed up traffic for a full twenty minutes).

(4) Every so-called "governing" entity says they can look at the plan but they have no authorization to stop this
 nightmare from trashing our property values, or risking the lives and health of residents.

WELL, THEN... WHO **DOES** HAVE THE AUTHORIZATION TO SAY "NO"?

Sources: http://www.unitevoters.com/train-scam.htm

Dr. & Mrs Robert Gurin
3451 SE Court Drive
Stuart, FL 34997
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From: Jane Landrum
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO to All Aboard Florida
Date: Monday, October 27, 2014 6:24:45 PM

In regards to All Aboard Florida:
 
I am very much opposed to the railroad expansion in our area and throughout South Florida for
 these reasons:

·        The 32 trips a day through our community will disrupt access to businesses on the other side
 of the tracks for all of us.

·        The community will be divided economically such that people will change their shopping
 habits to stay on their side of the tracks to avoid very disruptive delays.

·        Most of the communities along the FEC railroad will experience a separation that forms an
 East and West commercial area, and most people will plan their errands to avoid a railroad
 crossing, thereby decreasing the business of commercial entities considered too time
 consuming to visit.

·        People will not be able to plan their travels around so many traffic disruptions.  Many will be
 late to businesses, county government activities, court dates (with penalties and case loses),
 sports events, and importantly for Floridians- delayed going to the beaches and river
 causeways.

·        The claim that the trains will only take a minute to clear crossings is impossible in the Stuart
 area- the trains have to slow down to 20 mph to cross the railroad bridge that crosses the
 St. Lucie River.

·        There are 28 railroad crossings in Martin County alone, 352 throughout the Treasure Coast. 
 That is way too many disruptions for a train that will bring no benefit to the entire area.

·        Closing/Opening the St. Lucie River railroad bridge is a time consuming process.  32 trains a
 day will delay boaters in a very irresponsible way.  The Code of Federal Regulations, 33 CFR
 512, states that “No bridge shall at any time reasonably obstruct the free navigation of any
 navigable waters of the U.S.”   Increasing the number of train trips in our county violates this
 regulation excessively.

 
The whole idea is irresponsible to our community and very disrespectful of our time.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jane Landrum
2949 SW Cornell Ave.
Palm City, Fl 34990
Dick@LandrumSoftware.com
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From: twerpshaw@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No to All Aboard Florida
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 4:04:01 PM
Attachments: John Winkle.docx

mailto:twerpshaw@comcast.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

John Winkle

[bookmark: _GoBack]Federal Railroad Administration



This letter is to express our grave concern regarding the 

All Aboard Florida.



We moved to Stuart because of its small town feel and the great waterways that this area provides. 



The town of Stuart and its waterways have had enough heartache with the water issues we have had to deal with the discharges from Lake Okeechobee. Add to that the devastation of 36 trains, wither from passage or freight, and our community could not help but be affected, much less all the safety factors to be considered with a high speed train running through our town and over our waterways.



It must be considered for the good of our small community and others that the impact of All Aboard Florida needs to be directed west of our town. 



Our vote is NO to All Aboard Florida…



Regards,





Thomas Werpshaw

Stuart, FL











From: Kathleen Casey-Kirschling
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO to All Aboard Florida
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 3:39:09 PM

Please register opposition for my husband and I to the plans to allow passenger
 service under the All Aboard Florida program. It is in our opinion a sham using the
 passenger service as a smoke screen to make radical changes to the existing rail
 corridor only to benefit freight. If the railroad wants to be able to haul more freight
 with he coming Panama Canal modernization we believe that the highly populated
 and environmentally sensitive east coast is not the place for more freight trains. 

Passengers

As to passenger service why would anyone want to take a train from Miami to
 Orlando when it is far easier and more convenient to drive the FL Turnpike or take a
 bus!? Also most people from overseas would likely fly direct to either Miami or to
 Orlando as their primary destination. They would not likely fly into one of these ports
 of entry to then take a train to get to the other city. To get a great example of what
 the situation is today with US passenger service we need only look at the headlines -
 

Amtrak loses a ton of money each year. The passenger rail service needed $1.4
 billion in subsidies from Congress in 2012.(The Washington Post, Brad Plumer,
 March 1, 2013) And this has been the trend in that the 2007-2011 average annual
 subsidy of $1.432 billion. 

Looking at passenger rail and using Amtrak as the proxy for rail travel we can
 compare it to other modes. Rail itself is NOT a major travel mode. In fact,
 rail/Amtrak’s 22 miles per person in 2012 compares with more than 1,800 miles in air
 travel and 4,200 miles in intercity auto travel. As a result, Amtrak carries only about
 0.36 percent of intercity passenger travel in the U.S. That’s up from 1997, when it
 was 0.32 percent, but down from 1991, when it was 0.45 percent. Fluctuating
 between a third and a half percent does not make rail/Amtrak a “major travel mode.”
 If rail/Amtrak is a major travel mode, then intercity bus, which carries three times as
 many passenger miles as Amtrak, is as well. A more recent report from DePaul
 University’s Chaddick Institute found that bus travel is growing twice as fast as
 rail/Amtrak.

Intercity buses carry at least 50 percent more passenger miles than Amtrak in
 rail's/Amtrak’s showcase Northeast Corridor. They do so with almost no subsidies
 and at fares that are about a third of Amtrak’s regular train fares and little more than
 10 percent of Amtrak’s high-speed Acela fares. Intercity buses are safe and
 environmentally friendly, suffering almost 80 percent fewer fatalities per billion
 passenger miles than Amtrak and using 60 percent less energy per passenger mile
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 than rail/Amtrak. Buses should be considered as an alternative before investing in
 passenger trains. Finally, FL is in the process of upgrading and widening the I 95
 corridor.

Freight

If the All Aboard Florida plan is about freight, as is suspected, then that freight should
 not be forced onto the highly populated and environmentally critical areas along
 Florida's eastern seaboard. A more desired long term plan should use the Florida
 Turnpike corridor due to the reduced population and environment impacts. Based on
 our growing knowledge of the health effects of toxic diesel-fueled vehicle emissions,
 these Florida east coast communities are at increased risk of respiratory problems,
 cancer and even death from increased rail and truck freight along the proposed
 plan's corridor.

Florida should consider what was done in California for freight. The Alameda Corridor
 is a 20-mile-long rail cargo expressway linking the ports of Long Beach and Los
 Angeles to the transcontinental rail network near downtown Los Angeles. It is a
 series of bridges, underpasses, overpasses and street improvements that separate
 freight trains from street traffic and passenger trains, facilitating a more efficient
 transportation network. That same planning applied to the Port of Miami would get
 the rail freight out of the metro area and into the western edge of the populated
 coastal area. From there the plan to follow the Florida Turnpike would be a long term
 benefit to population, rail, highways, environment and health.

California's Project Need
International trade accounts for one of every 15 jobs in the Southern California region,
 according to the Los Angeles County Economic Development Corporation. The ports
 of Long Beach and Los Angeles are the two busiest container ports in the country
 and, together, in 2011 were the eighth busiest port complex in the world. The ports
 handled more than $300 billion in cargo in 2011. In the early 1980's it was
 recognized that the rail network serving the ports was not sufficient to accommodate
 rapidly increasing cargo volumes. As a result, the Alameda Corridor consolidated
 four low-speed branch rail lines, eliminating conflicts at more than 200 at-grade
 crossings, providing a high-speed freight expressway, and minimizing the impact on
 communities.

California's Project Benefits

More efficient freight rail movements
Reduced traffic congestion by eliminating at-grade crossings
Improvements to the adjacent Alameda Street
Multiple community beautification projects
Less train emissions
Reduced vehicle delays and emissions at railroad crossings



Less train noise due to trench

Thanks for your consideration

Kathy  and Patrick Kirschling

############################################################



From: b690@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No to All Aboard Florida
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 7:02:26 PM

Attention John Winkle, Federal Railroad Administration, 1200 New Jersey Ave S.E., Room W38-311,
 Washington, D.C. 20590

We are writing to vote NO to having frequent high speed trains go through the center of downtown Vero
 Beach, Florida.  There is nothing about these trains which will benefit the residents of Vero Beach.  They
 are dangerous, noisy, and damaging to property values.  The only people who will benefit from these
 trains are private business owners.  Please, please do not allow these trains to destroy our community.  

Thank you very much for your consideration,
Tom and Charlene Bentien
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From: :
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO to All Aboard Florida
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 7:23:23 PM

I'm am against All Aboard Florida.  Having dozens of trains a day halting traffic, creating noise and getting
 in the way of medical professionals and emergency vehicles going to hospitals that are west of the tracks
 cannot be a good thing. We are losing the feel of this wonderful small town that  I moved to  26 years
 ago. In all of my years here I never found it necessary to take a train and I cannot believe that there will
 be passengers filling the seats of these trains.

Jean Hellquist P.A.
Broker/Associate
Keller Williams Realty
4455 Military Trail
Jupiter, FL 33458
(561) 628-3265
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From: Pam Arthur
To: John.Winkle@DOT.Gov
Subject: No to All Aboard Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 2:41:18 PM

The project is proposed by a private firm (FECI) but they have applied for a Federal Loan of up to $1.5 billion,
 which could ultimately end up being passed on to the American taxpayers.  It is also apparent that a significant
 portion of the financial burden may be imposed on the counties that this train would go through.
At the public meeting in Stuart to discuss this project nobody could tell me what the proposed ticket price would be
 between Miami and Orlando.  They also couldn’t tell me what would happen if the ridership numbers didn’t justify
 the cost and who would ultimately pay for the cost of the project.  It is highly unlikely that passenger tickets alone
 could pay for this.

We strongly suggest that you reject this project.

Pam and Brian Arthur
Stuart, FL
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From: Dick Landrum
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO to All Aboard Florida
Date: Monday, October 27, 2014 6:22:55 PM

In regards to All Aboard Florida:
 
I am very much opposed to the railroad expansion in our area and throughout South Florida for
 these reasons:

·        The 32 trips a day through our community will disrupt access to businesses on the other side
 of the tracks for all of us.

·        The community will be divided economically such that people will change their shopping
 habits to stay on their side of the tracks to avoid very disruptive delays.

·        Most of the communities along the FEC railroad will experience a separation that forms an
 East and West commercial area, and most people will plan their errands to avoid a railroad
 crossing, thereby decreasing the business of commercial entities considered too time
 consuming to visit.

·        People will not be able to plan their travels around so many traffic disruptions.  Many will be
 late to businesses, county government activities, court dates (with penalties and case loses),
 sports events, and importantly for Floridians- delayed going to the beaches and river
 causeways.

·        The claim that the trains will only take a minute to clear crossings is impossible in the Stuart
 area- the trains have to slow down to 20 mph to cross the railroad bridge that crosses the
 St. Lucie River.

·        There are 28 railroad crossings in Martin County alone, 352 throughout the Treasure Coast. 
 That is way too many disruptions for a train that will bring no benefit to the entire area.

·        Closing/Opening the St. Lucie River railroad bridge is a time consuming process.  32 trains a
 day will delay boaters in a very irresponsible way.  The Code of Federal Regulations, 33 CFR
 512, states that “No bridge shall at any time reasonably obstruct the free navigation of any
 navigable waters of the U.S.”   Increasing the number of train trips in our county violates this
 regulation excessively.

 
The whole idea is irresponsible to our community and very disrespectful of our time.
 
Sincerely,
 
Dick Landrum
2949 SW Cornell Ave.
Palm City, Fl 34990
772-287-4930
Dick@LandrumSoftware.com
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From: Mike&Karen Sommer
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No to All Aboard Florida
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 7:22:47 AM

Please reconsider and move the route to west. Plan for the long run profit of passenger
 and freight traffic. The small towns from Vero to Jupiter/ Juno will be negatively impacted and
 a big problem for AAF.
Thank you for your consideration.
Michael and Karen Sommer 
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From: Christine Adams
To: john.winkle@dot.gov; AAF_Comments@vhb.com; CongressmanPatrick.Murphy@mail.house.gov; 

negron.joe.web@flsenate.gov; Bill@billnelson.senate.gov; Greg_Langowski@rubio.senate.gov; 
contact@citizensagainstthetrain.com

Subject: No To All Aboard Florida
Date: Monday, September 29, 2014 6:34:46 PM

My Name, address, and phone:
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From: Dotty Greene
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO to all aboard Florida
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 1:38:34 PM

Please stop All Aboard Florida!

As residents of St. Lucie County we find this project causes tremendous undue harm to our area and to all of Florida
 for the following reasons:

1.  The ridership expectation of 32 trains a day is unrealistic.  Accordingly, there are experts who say that All
 Aboard Florida will never cover its expenses.
2.  If a government sponsored loan is offered for this financially unrealistic project it will soon be in default leaving
 taxpayers to pick up the tab.
3.  If there were 32 trains daily it would be a severe public nuisance, safety, and environmental problem.
4.  The Railroad Administration Partial Report neglects the impact on Martin, St. Lucie, and Indian River Counties. 
 It refers to these counties as undeveloped but would have its worst damages where the track continuously travels
 through the area's heaviest population concentration.
5.  The cities of Stuart, Ft. Pierce, and Vero Beach will have serious safety effects from trains and blocked vehicle
 traffic.  This also impacts small businesses who are dependent on good traffic flow.
6.  With the FEC and Tri-rail in existence on the East Coast, a new, more direct line from Palm Beach to Orlando
 would be much less disruptive, going through much less populated areas.

In summary, the All Aboard Florida project abusively neglects the people of impacted counties.  It supports only the
 few users at either end of the line.  How can anyone justify  supporting a few people who will profit from this
 project while thousands have their lives and property values destroyed?

Serious consideration for the welfare of all citizens must be the goal.  We will appreciate your leadership in stopping
 this ruinous effort.

Sincerely,

Stan and Dorothy Greene
5802 Deer Run Drive
Ft. Pierce, FL 34951
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From: Kathy Baummier
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No- To ALL ABOARD FLORIDA
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 10:28:10 AM

As a resident for over 50+ years on the Treasure Coast and living within 1 mile of the
 train tracks..... running these trains through is a BAD idea.  Who the heck is even
 traveling from Miami and WPB to Orlando?  16X trains a day?  Are you kidding me?
  Traveling at the rate of what speed?  A lot of lives are going to die on those tracks.
  No one is going to want to sit at a railroad crossing 16+ plus times a day over 100's
 of crossings.

NO NO NO

Kathy Baummier
kbaummier@yahoo.com
561-627-4807
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From: Rachel
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO to All Abroad Florida Plans
Date: Monday, September 22, 2014 11:21:05 AM

The plan for these high speed trains to transit the City of Sebastian would destroy our quality of life
 and potentially endanger our access to emergency services. It is even more egregious that they are
 seeking to utilize tax dollars to destroy our quality of life.  Adding insult to injury, the extremely
 expensive version will not even be stopping on the Treasure Coast, thereby further punishing the
 residents for the benefit of South Florida and Orlando.
 
I am ADAMENTLY OPPOSED to this project.
 
Rachel Cannon
Sebastian, FL

mailto:rjcmiami@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: fcw@franwhittelsey.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No to Florida All Aboard
Date: Monday, November 3, 2014 10:43:06 AM

I own a condominium in Jensen Beach, one of the towns with a grade-level crossing that would be
 adversely impacted by the proposed passage of what I understand would be more than 30
 trains/day.

The RR crossing at Jensen Beach passes through a round-about that is very busy because this road
 leads to a bridge to Hutchinson island. This is the route through which beach goers from west use to
 reach the beaches. It is very crowded now on hot days, weekends.

 Bringing traffic to a stand-still 30 + times a day would create a traffic nightmare and cause an
 increase in air pollution that is totally unacceptable. 

It would decrease property values in this entire area.

The trains would also create serious noise pollution and therefore also decrease property values.

If the decision is to proceed with this passenger train system, then a bridge should be built and the
 ground-level crossing eliminated.

Further, I question any passenger studies that predict significant usage of a train route from Orlando
 to Miami. Instead, I believe this will end up being a huge loser for taxpayers. Indeed, I have to ask
 which corporations will benefit, and what contributions they have made to politicians to get them to
 move this environmentally unsound project.

Sincerely,
Frances Whittelsey
8800 S Ocean Drive
Jensen Beach, Fla. 34957

mailto:fcw@franwhittelsey.com
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From: lowryrlty@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: lowryrlty@aol.com
Subject: NO TO TRAINS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 6:18:29 AM

Mr. Paul Baumer
Office of Infrastructure Finance and Innovation
Office of the Secretary
U.S. Department of Transportation
W84-229
1200 New Jersey Avenue S.E.
Washington , DC 20590
Dear Mr. Baumer,
It has been reported that All Aboard Florida (AAF) has applied to issue $1.75 billion worth of Private
 Activity Bonds. I have questioned from the start the creditworthiness of this company and its parent
 company, Florida East Coast Industries. Earlier this summer AAF sold $405 million worth of bonds at
 junk bond ratings of 12-12.75%. It was reported in Reuters that the purchasers of these bonds simply
 purchased them as an equity play based on the collateral attached, not because of confidence in the
 feasibility of this project.
The AAF project will bring many negative impacts to the east coast of Florida. I do not believe this private
 company, ultimately owned by Fortress Investment Group, an equity and hedge fund manager whose
 stock has declined over 60% since its debut in 2007, should use our government as a conduit for funding
 in any way, shape, or form to finance this extremely risky project. I do not believe the taxpayers should
 be involved or forced to absorb the loss of funding that would normally come from income taxes paid if
 this private project were to seek "true" private funding.
I greatly question the feasibility of this project as South Florida already has two passenger rail systems,
 Amtrak and Tri-Rail, that together lose over $100,000,000 million per year. AAF now wants to add a third
 passenger rail system in the same market. This does not make sense.
As an American Taxpayer, I ask that you do not grant AAF the ability to issue Private Activity Bonds.
Yours Truly,
Wm Mike Lowry

mailto:lowryrlty@aol.com
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From: jctaylor1515@hotmail.com
To: john.winkle@dot.gov
Cc: floridanotallaboard@gmail.com
Subject: NO TRAIN!!
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 5:11:01 PM

Please don't let the high sped train come through our town.  Numerous negative impacts
will result on the local economy and environment.  I live by the tracks in Jensen Beach and
hear the train going by as I write this email.  I can only dread how many more times I will
hear it's disruptive rumbling.  It seems to be more efficient and effective to use the western
route.
Thank you for your time.

Jeremy Taylor
Realtor
Berkshire Hathaway HomeServices
2363 SE Ocean Blvd.
Stuart, FL. 34996
Office (772) 283-2800
Cell (772) 285-0003
jeremytaylor@bhhsfloridarealty.net
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From: whitney riggs
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No trains by my house
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 7:32:18 AM

I can see the tracks out my window.  I live in Hobe Sound, Fl at Gleason St near Dixie
 Hwy where the trains run.  We don't want more freight trains loaded with rock or the
 passenger trains running on the coastal track through our Treasure
 Coast....sincerely,  Whitney S Riggs

mailto:wsriggs@att.net
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From: SWC10@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO TRAINS ON TREASURE COAST!
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 12:51:53 PM

TO PUT ON THE TRAINS ALONG THE TREASURE COST FROM ORLANDO TO
 MIAMI WILL BE A DISIASTER FOR THE QUALITY OF LIFE FOR WE CAME
 HERE BEACAUSE OF THE WONDERFUL QUALITY OF LIFE WE NOW HAVE.
 
THERE IS PLENTY OF SPACE WEST OF THE COAST TO RUN TRAINS
 WITHOUT DISTURBING THE DAILY LIVES OF ALL WHO LIVE NEAR THE
 COAST. LET THE 1%ERS FIND THE RESOURCES TO DO THAT..
 
S. CANE

mailto:SWC10@aol.com
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From: William Hudgins
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO TRAINS
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 8:58:12 PM

To Whom this may concern:
 
The purpose of this email is to officially go on the record regarding the All Aboard Florida rail plans to
 bring high-speed trains through Stuart and Hobe Sound.  I am completely against this project for the
 following reason:  it will be harmful to our way of life that we have come here for.  This particular town
 and region is quiet and slow-paced, and if we wanted it differently, we would have settled in a larger
 community like West Palm Beach.  The intersections of Monterey Road, Ocean Blvd, and Bridge Road
 with the railroad tracks cannot handle additional closures with the planned crossings, without causing
 traffic, delays, and more danger.      
 WE DO NOT WANT THIS!
 
I live in Palm City, and at night when it's quiet and our windows are open, we can hear the train horns
 from our house.  Please don't add more to this noise pollution.  What will it take for you to realize how
 many lives will be negatively influenced by your proposal of progress? 
 
Please count me as OPPOSED to this project!
 
Thank you,
 William Hudgins
Palm City

mailto:hudgeo@hotmail.com
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From: Terry
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO trains
Date: Friday, November 7, 2014 12:45:45 PM

I attended AAF's traveling sideshow! An impressive display of sugar coated facts, comparative studies and mind
 cluttering statistics compiled by consulting firms with no hands on knowledge of the Treasure Coast.
Having lived in this beautiful area for 40 years I feel a great sadness and impending doom with the proposed 32
 passenger trains per day. Life as we know it will vanish with absolutely no benefits to the citizens and communities
 along the Treasure Coast. We the people have spoken, "NO" will we be heard?

Sent from my iPad

mailto:lovepotionk9@gmail.com
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From: FRANK BIRK
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: no trains
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 10:46:11 AM

I had two heart attacks and am awaiting the big one.  I hope I can get to the hospital in time before
 the trains come rolling in.  I happen to live on the wrong side of the tracks.  PLEASE stop this
 terrible idea of high speed trains.   Thank you,  Frank j. Birk       f_birk@bellsouth.net 

mailto:f_birk@bellsouth.net
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From: Dr. Michael Riordan
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO! to All Aboard Florida!!!
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 6:18:59 PM

Dear Sir(s),
 
I am writing to you to provide input regarding the proposal for multiple high speed trains traveling
 through my area as proposed by All Aboard Florida. I understand that input will be accepted until
 tomorrow, December 3, 2014.
 
Please be advised that I and my wife, Lucy, are adamantly opposed to the proposed high speed
 railway proposed by All Aboard Florida.
 
First and foremost, residents will be delayed due to the road closings in accessing emergency
 treatment and the delays will cause deaths. This proposal reminds me of the recent fiasco that
 occurred for the governor of New Jersey in causing delays in crossing a bridge to New York City that
 resulted in death. We have many old and sickly citizens who frequently need access to emergency
 medical care in my area. The nearest hospital (Lawnwood Regional Medical Center) requires
 ambulance transportation over the railway that All Aboard Florida intends to use for its project
 (Shorewinds Drive on North Hutchinson Island that crosses the railway en-route to U.S. 1 and the
 hospital).
 
Likewise, in the case of fires and other calamities occurring on North Hutchinson Island, emergency
 vehicles will be delayed in crossing the railroad tracks due to the frequent use of the rails and the
 blockage of emergency vehicles in support of emergency operations on the Island.
 
I, my wife, and all of my neighbors live on North Hutchinson Island because it is a quaint, quiet and
 rural beachside community. An occasional sound of a train fits in with the quaint atmosphere that
 we have invested in. The noise pollution of multiple high speed trains do not fit in with the
 atmosphere that we have invested in and cherish. In the event of high speed trains that All Aboard
 Florida proposes, we are sure to lose on our investments as property values are sure to decline and
 our style of living will be taken from us.
 
For those of us who work on the mainland of our county, as I and my wife have, there will be extra
 expenses to us in commuter time as roadway closures caused by multiple high speed trains will
 delay our commutes. An occasional road closure is tolerable. Multiple closures throughout the day
 is intolerable. In addition to lost personal and work time due to delays from road closures, there is
 the added expense of lost gasoline for many in idling cars while waiting for the trains to pass and
 the crossings to re-open.
 
In addition to my adamant opposition to All Aboard Florida’s proposal, I and my wife also object to
 the use of funds supported by taxpayers’ money!!!
 
Thank you for considering our input.
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Mike and Lucy Riordan



From: CARL
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No!!!!!!!!
Date: Thursday, October 30, 2014 10:41:50 AM

Greetings,
I live in Stuart and am very opposed to the expansion of AAF through the Treasure
 Coast. Thousands of dollars have been spent to revitalize the downtowns of Stuart
 and Jensen Beach.
The rail system will destroy our wonderful communities, leave retail buildings empty
 from business fleeing, lower property values, affect public lands and create safety
 issues.
The traffic congestion and pollution will increase enormously. This will not bring jobs
 to our area.
 
This is not about what is good for the Martin County and Treasure Coast residents, it
 is only about what Orlando, Disney and Miami want. 
 
NO to AAF!!!!!
 
Carl Anderson-Thomas
Stuart, FL
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From: Elaine Carpenter
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No!
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 12:01:40 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

I have been a resident of Florida since 1975, in the Palm Beach and Broward
 counties for the first 14 years and Indian River county since 1989. The reason I
 moved with my family to Vero Beach was to get away from the crime and
 congestion of the counties south of here. 

Bringing high-speed trains through here on the way to Orlando makes no sense to
 me. If the object truly is to transport people via train quickly and efficiently
 from south Florida to Orlando, the train tracks to do so should be well west of
 Indian River County. The shortest distance and most direct route between two
 locations is a straight line, after all.

Precious historic archaeological artifacts and dig sites are likely to be
 compromised by this project. Other hazards include delaying emergency vehicles
 crossing the tracks. Fiscal irresponsibility is legendary in government
 organizations now - particularly in the federal government as demonstrated by
 our 18 trillion dollar national debt, not to mention more than 100 trillion in
 additional unfunded liabilities. If there truly is a need and/or a market for such
 a train route, the private sector would be handling it. Amtrak has never broken
 even, much less made a profit.

For all these reasons and many more, as a resident of Indian River County I say
 not only "no" but "Hell no!"

Elaine R. Carpenter 
"He who knows best knows how little he knows."  Thomas Jefferson
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From: Jim Serra
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO, NO, NO TO ALL ABOARD FLORIDA
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 2:57:28 PM

I will do everything in my power to fight the proposal to run 32 additional
 passenger trains through downtown Stuart.  These trains belong on the
 rails located out west away from densely populated areas.
Jim Serra
Palm City, Florida
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From: jimandpatfrye
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No. MORE. TRAINS
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:34:32 AM

We want our small quiet town of Vero Beach......to stay the way it is....speeding trains totaling
 more then 30 a day is ludacrist

The threat of postponing first responders over 30 times a day is a definite threat to the
 residents of Vero Beach.

Put your high speed tracks up near highway #95.  Where It Will Not Bother anyone.

Please reconsider

Concerned
Patricia Frye
Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
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From: callmemot@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO
Date: Friday, October 31, 2014 1:43:04 PM

Rather than repeat all the valid reasons why AAF would negatively effect almost everyone in its path, I
 would state briefly that it would destroy the way of
life in Vero Beach.  There is no way you can reduce noise, safety and environmental concerns to an
 acceptable level.  It would be more cost effective to move
the track further west before people are killed or injured by the number and speed of trains slated to pass
 through Vero.  If I were looking for a place to vacation,
I would not chose somewhere where trains would be so much of an issue, due to noise, inconvenience or
 safety.  They are a pain in the tail now and will only
become that much worse.

Susan Hayes 
1550 Smugglers Cove
Vero Beach, FL  32963
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From: Karen Moseley
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: No
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 11:22:43 AM

I live in Jupiter.  We are both opposed to AAF.  Too many trains, lack of real information.  If AAF is so important
 for tourism! why are so few depots and stops in the plan.  Only benefit is west palm beach to Miami.  AAF is
 nothing but more freight trains.  The tourism promo is bait and switch for all of Florida.    Where is the government
 regulation if AAF becomes fact?  If there are problems in Jupiter, whom do we call?    We need names of owners of
 the corporation and news about their experience as operators of rail freight and human passengers.  There is little or
 no transparency about this business entity. 

Sent from my iPad
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From: Jeff Laubaugh
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NO-All Aboard Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 8:27:05 AM

I am writing to ask that the project proposal for All Aboard Florida NOT be approved.

In addition to the gross waste of taxpayer dollars to fund a private business venture, All Aboard Florida will cause a
 disparate impact to the public right of navigation.

I live beyond the proposed New River train bridge crossing and the additional proposed closures of the bridge will
 essentially render my property (along with thousands of others') land locked.  The train bridge as currently
 constructed effectively closes a major commercial and recreational waterway  when it is in use.

The damage that All Aboard Florida, a private business, will do to the commercial and recreational boating industry
 is unjust and not in the public interest. 

Jeffery and Jennifer Laubaugh
5330 SW 21 CT
Plantation FL 33317
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From: Bruce Sher
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Noise from trains - Burns Rd. crossing
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 12:15:56 PM
Attachments: SigLogo2013.png

I live in Harbour Isles. Exactly 1.2 miles east from the above crossing. I can tell you that when
 trains come through
in the morning, not only do they wake up my household but disturb the Great Blue Herons that
 sometimes
roost and hunt behind my house.

In my observations, additional trains like All Aboard Florida proposes will have profoundly
negative impacts on both the human and animal(especially bird) inhabitants of this area.  

Sincerely,
-- 
Bruce Sher
President,

www.innomedinc.com  800.200.9842 | Fax: 877.868.8406
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From: Judymcilvaine@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: noise
Date: Saturday, September 20, 2014 7:32:58 AM

We live on an Island 3 miles from rail tracks in Jensen beach and because
 water carry's sound so well we hear the train noise even at 5 AM. More
 trains in city limits is not a good idea. Do it right, like Europe high speed
 trains. 
Judy McIlvaine 
844 nettles blvd 
Jensen beach , fl 34957       
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From: Patricia Bolander
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Patricia Bolander
Subject: Non Support of All Aboard Florida
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 9:06:18 AM

Mr. John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE W38-311

I live in Stuart, Florida.  After reviewing the "Public Health and Safety" section of the EIS, I
 do not feel it adequately addresses some very important negative aspects of the proposed All
 Aboard Florida project.

The anticipated 52 trains a day will block our Treasure Coast's 78 Railroad crossings, greatly
 adding to traffic congestion, delaying emergency vehicles, and hurricane and power plant
 evacuations, if needed.  The tracks currently divide Vero Beach, Fort Pierce, Port St. Lucie,
 Stuart, Port Salerno, Hobe Sound and Jupiter.  Adding more train traffic will totally decimate
 these smaller towns, as we now know them.  For all the people who live here, it would be
 hard to deal with the noise pollution, decrease in ability to get to some business, schools. 
 Plus, our hospital is on the "other side of the tracks" - which could have many horrible
 consequences.  Many schools and businesses would have delays, which is unfair to do to so
 many communities.  Timeliness getting anywhere on time, would become a daily issue.

In my community, the Stuart railroad bridge, built in 1894 and 1925, may not be mechanically
 or structurally able to go up and down over 50 times a day.

The bridge over the St. Lucie River going up and down over 50 times a day would also
 negatively affect our marine industry, which is one of the main sources of income for many of
 our residents - directly and indirectly.  Tourism and all the related businesses, boating, and
 fishing are all important to us, ABF, would have a definite negative impact on our towns.

As a taxpayer, I would not want to support any government loan for this project.  It is a very
 greedy undertaking that will only have a negative impact on all of us who call the Treasure
 Coast our home.

The All Aboard Florida project has no business even being considered in such a highly
 populated area, if anything, it should run closer to I-95 or the Turnpike, where it would create
 less noise pollution by not going through the middle of cities all along the coast, safety issues
 at crossings - due to increased pedestrian and vehicle traffic through towns and cities, and the
 negative impact on livelihoods of the people who live here.

Pat Bolander
-- 
Pat Bolander
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From: Alvin Patrick Kelly Sherman
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: North Hutchinson Island, Ft Pierce, Fl 34949
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 1:30:33 PM

Here are problems for St Lucie County:

North Causeway drawbridge
North Causeway boat ramp
Stan Blum boat ramp
Ft Pierce Inlet State park
Pepper Park
Avalon State Park
Round Island Park
Seals Museum
Winter Visitors

What AAF will effectively do is seal off traffic to and from North Hutchinson Island

Shopping will go to Vero Beach
Services will go to Vero Beach

Fort Pierce will be a have to location, any time a choice is made. 

Tourists will not travel through the North Causeway Bridge to go to the parks or Seal Museum
The boat ramps will go unused

What traffic remaining will be huge backups and delays due to bridge openings combined with an additional 32 trains per
 day 

This will significantly diminish property values 
The rental properties will be vacated on A1A by people who commute to Fort Pierce/St Lucie County
Commercial development of the proposed hotel and restaurant(s) will stop 
The Condo/commercial development at 2900-3000 N Hwy A1A will never happen

In short, little positive impact and a major disruption for the taxpayers and residents of St Lucie County.

Glynis Sherman
133 Commonwealth court
Fort pierce, FL 34949-8306
772-468-4304
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From: jerryohio@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT ALL ABOARD
Date: Sunday, October 26, 2014 9:58:11 PM

Down Town Stuart today is the result of the Stuart Main Street revitalization program. 
 Stuart has an active downtown with shoppers, diners  for breakfast, lunch and dinner and
 going to the Lyric theater.    More trains would mean waiting & waiting to get across the
 tracks. 
Could take the fun out of spending money.   We also need to care about the environment and
 keep  ALL  ABOARD  FL  out of downtown  Stuart.
 
Mary J. Felton,   1064 NW Spruce Ridge Drive, Stuart, FL 34994
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From: Lynette Coleman
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not "All Aboard" from the Land
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 4:30:57 PM

Mr. Winkle:
 
I just want to bring to your attention that the issue with the “All Aboard” train is going to bring far
 more than the already unprecedented trouble it is going to cause with the Marine Industry in south
 Florida by using the FEC tracks, it stands to cripple the inner City traffic which in the Tri-County area
 of Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach Counties has sky rocketed.  I have been in this area for 60 years
 and in the last 2-3 years I have never seen such gridlock around our cities.
 
The Flagler RR was the only lifeline to South Florida and townships grew up around it. To add more
 back-ups for commuters is unimaginable. This will cause other industries to falter with these delays
 this track is now the primary Supply Track, then we have the Tri Rail Commuter tracks to the west
 and Amtrak further up the State.
 
Our next main industry is tourism to our beach communities and the hotels, with people who come
 here to get away from the Big Industrial cities. The idea of coming down to the tropics only to be
 navigating in the nearby traffic jams and the noise of trains will be harmful for this eastern treasure
 coast of Florida and we may lose tourism to the quiet west coast of Florida.
 
Condominiums and apartments are being built in the core of downtown, there will be more
 industrial sounds of constant trains and Train horns disturbing these Tropical Beach residential and
 vacation areas near the beach communities.  
 
The use of the FEC railroad for this private interest group that stands to do MORE DAMAGE than any
 good, is traitorous to its residents and most importantly the economy for both LAND AND SEA.  
 
Dear Sir, and more importantly I urge you to take another look from a National Security Standpoint
 as the Sensitivity of this particular FEC rail.
Why do they want this rail when there were other commuter rail possibilities?  We have enemies
 among us who have vowed to destroy us from within.
You know that the railroads are a target.  Our economy is our lifeblood.  To monopolize or have
 access to that rail to choke off the lifeblood of our economies up and down that rail along with its
 supplies should be raise a Severe Alert.  Your rail is of National Security concern.
 
The master mind of this private entity has no allegiance to the citizens of the towns in his way.  Who
 knows who this person is and his organization?  Also, to say that he did not care if he hurt the New
 River waterway marine traffic, then kick sand in their face, by saying,” Well they can just move their
 business up to Jupiter”.  This action is not of eminent domain, and is NOT FOR THE GREATER CAUSE
 OF THE PEOPLE, quite the opposite. It is a private interest.
 
These are just some of the obvious concerns. PLEASE SLOW DOWN AND TAKE A BETTER LOOK AT
 THIS.  Also, please know that I Love trains.
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Sincerely, Lynette Coleman
Fort Lauderdale, Florida



From: johnbelwood@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT AAF!
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 6:18:03 PM

AAF should NOT be instituted within this state. The data being used is seriously
 flawed. This is supposed to be to move passengers from Orlando to Miami but there
 are other options which are cheaper and time efficient. The quality of life on the
 Treasure coast will be greatly affected in a most negative manner without any 
 positives to offset these negatives. To date railroad travel within the US is not
 supported by the general population. 
As a taxpayer I am opposed to my monies being spent on this horrible idea.
 
I don't even believe that moving this out west so that it does not affect our towns is a
 good idea. I am not sure how this ever got this far but it's time to STOP!
 
Jan Belwood
Palm City
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From: Janice Minshew
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT AAF
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 10:27:55 AM

Dear Business associate,
   I have lived in Stuart for 30 years and am now retired. I chose this area for its unique location between two
 waterways. This is a small town, isolated from the hustle of the south counties. Ramming several trains through the
 heart of the town would destroy the heart and timber of our community. I don't think anyone should have the right
 to do that.
    I understand progress and the need for commerce. A wise decision that I support would be to move the operation
 to the west of town, leaving room for growth and creating new opportunities in that location.
Sincerely,
Janice Minshew

Sent from my iPad

mailto:jpshewjp@gmail.com
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From: jelene dressler
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT AAF
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 6:21:48 AM

I am firmly against All Aboard Florida.  It serves the Treasure Coast residents with absolutely
 nothing except getting in the way of our tranquil life.

It will interrupt our marine traffic with a minimum of 32 bridge openings and closings per
 day.  Our premiere hospital is located on the east side of the tracks therefore holding-up our
 emergency traffic when the train crossings are down.  The traffic congestion this will cause to
 our beautiful downtown Stuart will ruin, absolutely destroy the quiet, quaint atmosphere that
 we've grown to love and adore about our little town here in Martin County.  And maintaining
 what would be new railroad crossings via OUR local tax dollars, NO.

All Aboard Florida's public meetings were a joke.   Why were they set-up so that the public
 could not openly question these executives?  This is NOT the American way.  Our country is
 increasingly becoming "we, the government" and less "WE THE PEOPLE."  

I wholeheartedly and unequivocally OPPOSE All Aboard Florida.  This is NOT meant to be a
 passenger service, it's main purpose is to move the big cargo containers that will be arriving
 from Panama, we, in Martin County see this for what it really is.  Make no mistake, we ARE
 aware.  We do NOT want this train running through our county, it will ruin our way of life
 forever.

My family and I say NO to All Aboard Florida, this will affect too many people and too many
 lives to be allowed to go ahead.  

Jelene D. Dressler
Palm City, FL

mailto:jelened@gmail.com
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From: Naposal
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not aboard Florida !
Date: Saturday, September 27, 2014 10:37:17 AM

As winter residents of Vero Beach and, in particular, of Vista Royale we are very concerned about the rail project
 that will run thru our beautiful community. I don 't have to go into detail about the noise, pollution and general
 safety concerns we all have. You have heard them all before. We cannot imagine that there is a need for so much
 rail traffic EVERY DAY.  Here in the Northeast we have trains between Boson, NY and Washington, D.C. that run
 everyday and a seldom full to capacity. Why would Florida need 32 trains a day between Miami and Orlando??
 There is more going on here than we (the taxpayers) have been told.  Please reconsider and do not let this scheme
 ruin our communities along its route.
Sincerely, Sal and Margaret Napolitano
Sent from my iPad

mailto:naposal@aol.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Marilyn Suarez
To: john.winkle@dot.gov; Anthony.Foxx@dot.gov; cc. Andrew.W.Phillips@usace.army.mil; David.Keys@noaa.gov;

 Evelyn.Smart@uscg.mil; Allan.Nagy@faa.gov; James.Christian@dot.gov; Benito.Cunill@dot.gov;
 Gavin.Jamesg@epa.gov; Mueller.Heinz@epa.gov; John_Wrublik@fws.gov; Charles_Kelso@fws.gov;
 CongressmanPatrick.Murphy@mail.house.gov; BillNelson@senate.gov; Rick.Scott@eog.myflorida.com;
 Negron.Joe.web@flsenate.gov; GHarrell@GayleHarrell.com; MaryLynn.Magar@myfloridahouse.gov

Subject: NOT aboard for the high speed train.
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 8:09:13 AM

I wish to share this message with all of you.  Please do not destroy our beautiful Treasure
 Coast and our way of life.   Marilyn Suarez

Mr. John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE
Room W38-311
Washington, DC 20590

Re: All Aboard Florida Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

Dear Mr. Winkle:

The Guardians of Martin County, Inc., a 501(c)(3) organization which has promoted a safe
 and healthy environment and the unique quality of life for Martin County residents for more
 than a decade, objects to the All Aboard Florida (AAF) high speed rail project as currently
 proposed and configured and submits comments with respect to the following categories
 evaluated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS): Communities and
 Demographics (Social and Economic Community Impacts), Economic Conditions,
 Environmental Justice, Navigation, Public Health & Safety, Threatened and Endangered
 Species, Wetlands and Water Resources.

Introduction

Martin County is located within the North-South Corridor (N-S Corridor) identified on Page
 4-1 of the DEIS. The County is located approximately 40 miles north of West Palm Beach
 and has an estimated population of 151,263 based on 2013 U.S. Census Bureau projections.

Since there are no station stops planned between West Palm Beach and Orlando, Martin
 County residents will gain no benefits from 32 new trains a day traveling at high speed
 through our community (along with an additional 12 to 14 freight trains). AAF will cause
 economic harm and create safety, environmental, noise, and navigation hazards that Martin
 County residents do not currently face.

The stated purpose of the Environmental Impact Statement is to “disclose the environmental
 consequences” of the proposed AAF project “and to inform decision-makers and the public of
 any reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts to the natural or
 human environment.” The Draft EIS that was drafted by consultants who were paid by AAF
 fails to serve this purpose. It contains inadequate, incomplete, and inaccurate information that
 must be supplemented and corrected before decision-makers and the public may fully
 evaluate the impacts of the proposed AAF project.

Communities and Demographics (Social and Economic Community Impacts)
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AAF will have serious negative social and economic community impacts within Martin
 County.

Incredibly, the DEIS completely omits Martin County and two incorporated municipalities
 which are crossed by the project in its discussion of Communities and Demographics. (DEIS
 4-103 through 4-105).

The City of Stuart, which is the County’s largest incorporated municipality (pop. est. 15,975)
 and is the County Seat for Martin County, is not mentioned in the DEIS report of impacts of
 the project on municipalities, although there are 10 at grade crossings in the city. The Town
 of Ocean Breeze, also an incorporated municipality within Martin County (pop. est. 463)
 which, like the City of Stuart, is literally bisected by the project, has also been omitted.

Many of the City’s cultural resources, including the historic Lyric Theater, which is listed on
 the National Register of Historic Places, and the Stuart Heritage Museum are within 100 feet
 of the FECR tracks.

Comments submitted by the City of Stuart and Martin County address these issues in detail.

The Guardians of Martin County question the viability of the DEIS evaluation of
 Communities and Demographics affected by the AAF project when the largest incorporated
 municipality in the County and, in fact, all of Martin County is glaringly absent from the
 examination of these issues. The omission of Martin County, the City of Stuart, and the Town
 of Ocean Breeze from the DEIS evaluation of Communities and Demographics raises serious
 concerns about the thoroughness and veracity of the entire proposed EIS.

Another glaringly false and absurd statement with respect to the impact of the project on
 communities is the assurance in the DEIS that AAF “would benefit elderly and handicapped
 individuals by providing a transportation option that will enhance mobility and livability in
 their communities.” (DEIS 5-135)

Martin County has the highest percentage of elderly residents (28.9%) of any community
 within the N-S Corridor. Without any stops in Martin County, there is not a single
 “transportation option” provided by AAF to elderly and handicapped individuals. AAF not
 only fails to “enhance mobility and livability” in Martin County communities for elderly and
 handicapped residents, the project promises severe disruption to communities in which the
 elderly and handicapped reside and poses potential life-threatening risks.

Economic Conditions

Because the AAF project literally divides Martin County into two sections – that section east
 of the FECR tracks and that section west of the tracks – the project creates a severe threat to
 the economic survival of small businesses that rely on customers to cross the tracks for
 access.

Numerous small shops, restaurants, plants, groceries, and other business outlets are located
 adjacent to or near the FECR tracks. Fast and safe access across the tracks is not assured by
 the project, threatening the customer base of many of these small businesses, especially in the
 unincorporated areas of Port Salerno, Hobe Sound, Golden Gate and Jensen Beach and the
 incorporated municipality of Stuart, which encompasses the minority community of East
 Stuart.



Martin County has five “community redevelopment areas” (CRAs) which will be impacted by
 the project. None of the CRAs are identified or discussed in the DEIS. The Jensen Beach,
 Rio, Golden Gate, Port Salerno and Hobe Sound CRAs all are adjacent to or bisected by the
 FECR tracks. CRAs are statutorily created areas designed to eliminate blight, provide
 affordable housing, and generate economic development and stability within the communities
 where they are established. The DEIS fails to consider the project’s negative impacts to
 Martin County’s CRAs, such as the effect of lower property values caused by AAF on the
 Tax Increment Financing methodology that is used to finance and maintain CRA operations.

The economic benefits of the project touted by the DEIS are limited to temporary construction
 work in creating new infrastructure in Martin County.

The DEIS analysis that no job loss or neighborhood fragmentation will result from the project
 (DEIS S-17) is not borne out by the experience of small business owners and residents in the
 project area, especially those adjacent to or in close proximity to the FECR tracks.

Severe economic damage to existing small businesses will be long-lasting or permanent. It is
 likely some will not survive the onslaught of increased train traffic that will block access to
 their businesses and create hazardous conditions for their customers trying to cross the tracks.

Environmental Justice

The DEIS fails to identify, quantify, or describe minority and low-income populations in
 Martin County that are disproportionately impacted by the negative impacts of the AAF
 project.

The County’s minority and low-income populations are, as in many other communities,
 situated closest to the project and are frequently bisected by the FECR tracks.

The East Stuart community within the City of Stuart is historically African-American. East
 Stuart hosts two at grade crossings – at Florida Street and A1A (Dixie Highway) and at
 Decker and A1A. The tracks separate a densely populated residential area from the
 commercial area, and it is common for residents – especially children – to walk or ride their
 bikes across the tracks several times a day. One of the most beloved and utilized
 organizations within the East Stuart community, the Gertrude Walden Child Care Center,
 which provides services for low-income and minority parents and children, is located in the
 immediate vicinity of the project.

Similar situations exist in the Port Salerno, Hobe Sound and Golden Gate, where public
 schools, athletic fields, parks and youth centers such as the Boys and Girls’ Club are located
 in close proximity to the project. These communities have a high level of minority residents
 and businesses who are disproportionately impacted by the project, which does not directly
 impact the more affluent communities within the County which are not located as near the
 FECR tracks.

Among the negative effects of AAF on communities with higher percentages of low-income,
 minority, and elderly residents is the certainty that delay will be encountered by emergency
 vehicles crossing the FECR tracks to access emergency medical care.

Martin Memorial Medical Center, the largest medical care provider in Martin County (and
 also one of the largest employers in the County), has submitted comments objecting to the



 project noting that emergency responders throughout Martin County already “face a unique
 burden from existing freight traffic” on the “rail line [which] slices through the center of” the
 community.

Where the elderly and the very young live and congregate near the FECR tracks, the
 emergency access burden is of special concern and likely to result in tragic consequences. As
 the CEO of Martin Memorial Medical Center noted, even if delays caused by increased train
 traffic at crossings throughout the community are brief, “seconds can truly mean the
 difference between life and death.”

In low-income and minority communities, foot and bicycle traffic across the railroad tracks is
 common and presents additional disproportionate dangers to these residents.

Property values in lower-income areas are already depressed and will be further depressed by
 the proximity of the project. Noise and vibration from increased train traffic will
 disproportionately impact low-income and minority communities located closest to the FECR
 tracks.

Navigation

Numerous comments have been submitted regarding the serious negative impacts to
 navigation caused by the project and the failure of the DEIS to adequately and accurately
 address these concerns. The Guardians of Martin County, Inc., joins the marine industry, local
 governments, and boaters throughout the County in objecting to the project as it relates to
 navigation.

The information contained in the DEIS is indisputably inaccurate with respect to the number
 of vessels which pass through the St. Lucie River bridge. Comments submitted by Martin
 County include accurate counts of vessels passing through the bridge during the week and on
 weekends, reflecting more than twice as many vessels as the DEIS estimates.

Delays in allowing marine traffic to navigate through the St. Lucie River bridge opening will
 affect boater safety as well as property values for waterfront properties that lie to the west of
 the bridge. Commercial marinas and docks that require boaters to navigate through the bridge
 with longer and more frequent closures also will be severely impacted by the project.

Public Health & Safety

The DEIS fails to acknowledge that Fire Rescue and evacuation routes will be hampered by
 the project throughout Martin County.

Even in more affluent communities such as Jupiter Island and Sewall’s Point, there will be
 increased delays in the ability of emergency responders to reach the medical center located
 across the FECR tracks. Both the City of Stuart and Martin County, which contracts with
 other municipalities to provide fire rescue services, project serious increases in emergency
 response times due to increased train traffic and crossing closures.

Delays of as much as an additional 45 minutes are projected for evacuation in the event of an
 emergency at the St. Lucie Nuclear Power Plant on Hutchinson Island just north of Martin
 County. All evacuation routes are crossed by FECR tracks. In the event of other emergencies
 or weather events that require evacuation, increased train traffic will generate still more



 delays.

Pedestrian crossings which are frequently used throughout the County, especially in low-
income and minority areas, will be even more dangerous with not only a higher number of
 trains on the tracks each day but increased speed of approaching trains. Pedestrians used to
 gauging the time available to cross the tracks based on the slower speed of freight trains will
 face significantly less crossing time with high-speed passenger trains approaching.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The DEIS discounts any impacts to threatened and endangered species and inaccurately states
 that no such species will be affected by the project.

The project passes through Jonathan Dickinson State Park (JDSP) in Martin County, which is
 the site of a number of resources which are not even mentioned in the DEIS. The Florida
 Division of Recreation and Parks (DRP) has submitted comments identifying species which
 will likely be impacted, such as perforated reindeer lichen ( Cladonia perforata ) located
 within the right-of-way and Curtiss’ milkweed ( Asclepias curtissi).

The Division notes that the federally protected eastern indigo snake has habitat within the N-S
 Corridor that will be impacted, as well as the Florida scrub jay, gopher tortoise, gopher frog,
 and Florida mouse. The gopher frog is especially likely to cross back and forth across the
 tracks in the park to travel between scrub habitat and wetlands breeding grounds.

Expansion of the tracks through JDSP will impact Florida scrub jay habitat as well as gopher
 tortoise on site.

More frequent closings of the rail crossing within JDSP will have severe negative impacts
 since the park has only one public access road. Emergency vehicles, campers, and day visitors
 could be trapped in the western part of the park during closures.

The DPR has submitted extensive and detailed comments addressing these issues.

Wetlands and Water Resources

As with other environmental impacts, the DEIS minimizes damage to wetlands and water
 resources resulting from the proposed project.

Comments submitted by Martin County detail serious concerns, including potential impacts to
 the Northwest Fork of the Loxahatchee River, which is federally designated as a Wild and
 Scenic River. The DEIS brushes off such concerns, suggesting that the lack of proximity to
 the FECR tracks eliminates or minimizes them. The entire Loxahatchee River watershed is a
 significant ecological complex, however, that provides unique habitat for endangered,
 threatened and migratory birds that travel throughout the area, including within the right-of-
way.

Overall impacts to wetlands throughout the project area have not been quantified or addressed
 by the DEIS, which discusses mitigation of these impacts without acknowledging Martin
 County’s special protections for all wetlands. Insufficient data is provided for an accurate
 evaluation of the project’s wetlands impacts.

Impacts to water resources are being considered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers;



 however, the Corps has yet to schedule public hearings which have been requested by the
 Guardians of Martin County, Inc., as well as Martin County and other governmental agencies.

It is inevitable that impacts to manatee, protected seagrasses, and other marine life will be
 severe as a result of increased train traffic resulting in increased bridge closures producing
 more vessels queuing up to navigate through the bridge.

Conclusion

The DEIS failed to objectively and fairly evaluate the CSX Route Alternative (DEIS Figure
 3.2-1), which would avoid most if not all of the negative impacts to Martin County residents
 and communities. The AAF-paid consultants simply rejected the CSX Route Alternative out-
of-hand, citing speculative issues such as “the risk that CSX would not be willing to enter
 into” a shared use agreement for existing infrastructure and unsupported conclusions such as
 the CSX Route Alternative poses “the highest potential adverse direct and indirect impacts to
 wetlands and protected species.” (DEIS 3-7)
The Guardians of Martin County, Inc., strongly opposes the AAF project as proposed. The
 DEIS is replete with inaccurate, out-dated, speculative, and subjective material that appears to
 have been deliberately skewed by the drafters to support an unsustainable, critically flawed
 project.

The Guardians advocates consistency with the Martin County Comprehensive Growth
 Management Plan in all development throughout the County. The DEIS inaccurately states
 that the Plan was prepared by the Martin County “Division of Community Planning.” (DEIS
 4-4) There is no such agency within Martin County government. The Plan was prepared by
 the Martin County Growth Management Department.

Please insist that the final EIS be delayed until supplemental and accurate information is
 provided that truly reflects the AAF project’s impacts on the population and communities
 along the projected route.

Sincerely,

Marilyn Suarez

291 SE Wallace Terrace

Port St. Lucie, FL 34983



From: surflaneguy@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Kluckas, Barbara
Subject: Not Aboard with All Aboard
Date: Friday, November 28, 2014 3:56:06 PM

Dear Mr. Winkle:
 
Please add this e-mail to your stack of correspondence from Florida citizens opposed
 to All Aboard Florida's plan to severely increase passenger and freight rail traffic
 through the three Treasure Coast counties - Martin, St. Lucie, and Indian River - and
 beyond.
 
The environmental impact statement, drafted on AAF's behalf, failed to responsibly
 address negative environmental, social, and financial impacts to be visited upon a
 large swath of urban and suburban communities and sensitive open land areas.
 
I'm sure the pile of negative correspondence on your desk far exceeds any favorable,
 unbiased commentary. Please add our comments to the Not Aboard stack and reach
 your conclusions taking all this into account.
 
Sincerely,
 
William F. and Barbara A. Kluckas
909 Surf Lane
Vero Beach, Florida 32963
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From: Nancy Freiheit
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not all aboard - in Vero Beach, Florida
Date: Sunday, November 30, 2014 1:07:47 PM

Dear Mr. Winkle,

The idea of increasing freight traffic and also adding 32 passenger trains a day through our
 lovely community is appalling.  The government should do absolutely nothing to encourage
 this and should instead spend whatever is needed to move the traffic to the West.  Using the
 land that is largely already owned by the Fl Turnpike makes more sense that tearing up
 seaside communities. There may be better routes including increased use of  the CSX railway
 in the middle of the state.

If the current FEC railroad bed that goes through Cocoa, Vero Beach, Ft. Pierce and other
 communities was abandoned and turned into a linear greenway it would be worth the
 cost...and a good place to spend money that has been set aside in Florida for conservation.

Please don't take for granted that the environmental impact statement that was paid for by the
 railroad is accurate!    Please do what is best for Florida and not simply for those with deep
 pockets.

Please follow the golden rule..."Do unto others as you would have them do unto you."  Would
 you really want a railroad with 32 trains, plus freight going by your home?

Sincerely,
Nancy Freiheit
1796 Seagrove Drive
Vero Beach, FL 32963
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From: Joe Davis
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard - strongly opposed
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 9:32:41 AM

Dear Mr. John Winkle,
 
Please consider the following issues to environmental impact of adding 32 addition trains traveling
 through Jupiter / Tequesta area and over the Loxahatchee R/R bridge.  It is insane to think that
 Jupiter will bear the environmental pollution and aggravation from a train service that does nothing
 positive for our community.
Negative Issues for Jupiter / Tequesta area:
 

·         There is a 90 degree turn in the tracks at my location these trains have to slow down to
 negotiate this turn, this creates addition time that cars and boats are idling (air pollution)
 waiting for the tracks to clear.

·         Noise pollution, people are drawn to the Jupiter area for its nature beauty and peaceful
 surroundings, 32 additional noisy trains totally destroys the environmental harmony of this
 beautiful area.

·         Nesting birds on the mangrove islands close to the tracks will be impacted
·         The natural environment in Johnathon Dickenson state park will be impacted
·         This will put additional stress on the manatees in the river and the intercoastal
·         With addition wait time and closures boaters will be choked off from ingress and egress, this

 will create boater rage and frustration when the tracks clear they will not obey the idle zone
 rules.  This will endanger people and the environment.

 
There is no reason All Aboard cannot use the tracks west of town which lessens the impact on
 people and the environment.
 
Thank you,
Joe Davis
18723 Rio Vista Dr.
Tequesta, FL 33469
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From: Sally Newcomm
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; John.Winkle@dot.gov; Andrew.W.Phillips@usace.army.mil; David.Keys@noaa.gov;

 Evelyn.Smart@uscg.mil; Allan.Nagy@faa.gov; James.Christian@dot.gov; Benito.Cunill@dot.gov;
 Gavin.Jamesg@epa.gov; Mueller.Heinz@epa.gov; John_Wrublik@fws.gov; Charles_Kelso@fws.gov;
 CongressmanPatrick.Murphy@mail.house.gov; Bill@BillNelson.senate.gov; Rick.Scott@eog.myflorida.com;
 Negron.Joe.web@flsenate.gov; GHarrell@GayleHarrell.com; MaryLynn.Magar@myfloridahouse.gov

Subject: Not All Aboard Fl
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 7:50:17 AM

Please deny funding and permits for this project.
It will be devastating for Stuart and Martin County! 
The project proclaims it is for passenger trains .
In reality it's real objective is for cargo from the expanded ports in Panama!
Have you been to see where they want to run these trains? The city of Stuart will be impacted negatively in every
 way.  The congestion, the noise, the boat traffic on the St Lucie,
emergency response traffic, fire, Police, emergency. The businesses,restaurants,and traffic close to the tracks. This is
 an area for pedestrians not trains running 32 times aday.
They need to take this project to the west and minimize these hazards.

Thank you for protecting this area,

Mrs. Sally Newcomm
3212 SE Putnam Ct
Stuart Fl 34997
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From: onlypalm
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not all aboard Fl
Date: Friday, September 19, 2014 6:45:39 PM

I LIVE IN Sebastian,  I am totally again t your plans to run this train up the coast. ABOVE
 WEST PALM IT Needs to go west and up thru the middle of the state. DON'T use my tax
 dollars to fund your greed

Deb kowalsky 
Sebastian fl

Sent from Samsung tablet
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From: Gary Hilko
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard Fla
Date: Monday, November 3, 2014 4:51:47 PM

We don't want that many trains, too much noise vibration and gate closing. Not to mention Fla
 leads the nation in train accidents. We the people don't want to get stuck with the bill
 for something we could have got free with Feds money. WE ARE NOT ON BOARD, Gary &
 Nancy Hilko, Vero Beach, Fla. 32859
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From: marlenerstone@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard Florida - 12.1.14
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 1:59:14 PM

Dear Mr. Winkle:
Thank you for allowing me to voice my concerns regarding increasing high speed rail
 traffic in Florida and in
Martin County area in particular.
 
I am going to cut to the chase and tell you I am NOT in favor of All Aboard Florida's
 plan to provide
high speed passenger rail service.  I am seriously concerned about the environmental
 issues, especially
the vibrations that will occur.  Already many of us near the tracks have experienced
 cracks and fissures in
our slabs and exterior stucco surfaces due to the current train traffic.  Increasing the
 velocity and number of trains
transiting the area will speed up and augment the deterioration and destruction of
 structures...both those above
and below ground.
 
Just this summer with increased rains in the area there has been a greater frequency
 of sink hole formation causing
thousands of dollars worth of damage resulting in broken water & sewer pipes, road
 cave-ins, etc.   Vibrations, like sands
through an hour glass, cause damage one grain at a time until critical mass and
 momentum kick in.   Natural forces we all
must contend with; however, un-natural, manmade damage that can be avoided,
 should be avoided - especially those with
so little benefit to the people most likely to be negatively affected. 
 
I ask that the FRA re-consider this flawed EIS.
Thank you,
Marlene Stone
Hobe Sound, FL  33455  
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From: maggiecoldwellbanker@gmail.com on behalf of Maggie Your Friend In Real Estate
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT All Aboard Florida from Micco FL
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 12:12:55 PM

I live in Rivergrove II which is steps away from the train tracks.  My house shakes as it's a mobile
 home and I pray this does not go through because I can't imagine what these extra heavy, fast
 trains will do.  I have invested too much money in my home to have it unlivable which will be what
 happens.  Not only that but the fear of delay from EMTs and other emergency vehicles will be
 horrible.

 

Visualize This: A True High-Speed Train System built along either the I-95 or Florida
 Turnpike Transportation Corridors West of our Coastal Cities and Towns.  The Florida
 East Coast Railway Tracks have been replaced with a Landscaped Linear State Park
 Greenway with Bicycle and Walking Paths that are highly utilized by our citizens and
 enhances the quality of life rather than destroying it.

You may recall that a True Florida High-Speed Rail Project with speeds of up to 186
 mph was proposed with initial service between Tampa and Orlando and with plans to
 extend the service south to Miami along the existing I-95 and Florida Turnpike
 Corridors that already have traffic overpasses and noise abatement walls along the
 populated areas and which would allow the trains to attain much higher speeds. There
 would be no issues with the trains bisecting the towns and stopping Automobile, Public
 Safety Vehicles, Marine Traffic and Pedestrians along the way 32 times (or more)
 each day.

Governor Rick Scott, during his second month on the job in 2011 rejected a whopping
 $2.4 Billion Dollars in Federal Money to help build this Proposed High Speed Rail Line
 from Tampa to Orlando and Orlando to Miami. Why?

Now Privately Owned Florida East Coast Railway is trying to force a Second Class Not-
So-High-Speed System on us using a century old rail right of way that has long
 outlived its usefulness.  This Route through the Treasure Coast bisecting our cities
 and towns will significantly damage the Quality of Life, Health and Safety of our
 Citizens and the Economies of the Region.

One of the major incentives for FECR to upgrade the tracks is to allow more Freight
 Trains through our region as a result of the Port of Miami Improvements which will
 allow Huge International Container ships to unload there and the containers to be
 transported via rail with more potential for derailment disasters along the way.

Scott has now pledged $215 Million in Florida State funds to build a massive Orlando
 Transit Hub with an additional $467 Million from the Greater Orlando Aviation
 Authority totaling $682 Million to serve the Privately Owned All Aboard Florida.  
 This helps only Miami, Ft. Lauderdale, Palm Beach and Orlando and does nothing for
 the Treasure and Space Coasts as both passenger and freight trains loudly rumble
 through our cities and towns and across our waterways at least 32 times per day.

I suggest the following:  Offer Florida East Coast Railway / All Aboard Florida an
 easement along the Florida Turnpike or I-95 to build new tracks in exchange for
 vacating and abandoning the existing tracks through the centers of our cities and
 towns and deed the land and right of way to the State to be used as Linear Park.  The
 State, in cooperation with the Cities and Towns along the route can then remove the
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 tracks and install bicycle and walking paths with Florida Landscaping along the
 Greenbelt. 

Two Much Better Route Options:

·         The Turnpike Route is more direct and would significantly cut the travel time -
 Downtown Miami to Orlando International Airport is approximately 230 Miles. 

·         The I-95 to SR-528 Route is approximately 273 miles but runs closer to 4
 International Airports along the way:  Miami, Ft Lauderdale-Hollywood, Palm Beach
 and Melbourne.  Shuttles from the airports delivering people to a True High Speed
 Train Terminal would greatly increase the number of passengers utilizing the trains
 and boost the Florida economy. 

Looks like a Win-Win solution to me.  Thank you for taking the time to read my email
 and hopefully you seriously consider alternatives.  We just don't want or need this
 high speed train barreling through our backyard!

Maggie Langon-Antiposti, Realtor®
Have a beautiful ´¨)
¸.•´¸.•*´¨) ¸.•*¨)
(¸.•´ (¸.•´ * Day!
 ​Coldwell Banker Paradise
232 5th Ave
Indialantic, FL 32903
“Sell” Phone: 772-321-0321
Fax: 888-845-1484 (Toll Free)
Email: Maggie.langon@coldwellbanker.com

REALTOR® is a registered collective membership mark, which may be used only by real estate professionals
who are members of the NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS® and subscribe to its strict Code of Ethics.

DISCLOSURE: Margaret Langon-Antiposti is a licensed real estate agent
 (SL3097632) and Realtor® in Florida. 
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From: WAYNE WILLE
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT All Aboard Florida Public Hearings
Date: Monday, October 27, 2014 3:43:38 PM

       I am a long time resident of the Jupiter /  Tequesta area.  We currently
experience daily traffic delays for the 100-150 car freight trains slowly passing
through.  We have 8 gated RR crossings over what we call our Major East-West
roads within the Jupiter / Tequesta Cities as well as one ancient vertical lift
Railroad Bridge over the Loxahatchee River for boat traffic.
      Do the math.   8 x 32 All Aboard Trains per day =  256 ADDITIONAL RR
Crossing closings and related traffic snarls PER DAY in our small towns.
Relate that same formula to the Miami - Orlando planned All Aboard Route.
A conservative estimate of 300 Gated RR crossings x 32 All Aboard Trains
per day = 9,600. ADDITIONAL RR Crossing Closings PER DAY.  
      All Aboard Florida will permanently damage all small communities along
its route and certainly will not promote tourism as claimed.  Please put a stop
to this use of Political Power given to the Railroads a Century ago. 
      70+ MPH Trains should be safely elevated like they are at Disney where All Aboard 
Florida is supposedly transporting millions of the mystical tourists they dreamed up
to support the cost of this mobile white elephant called All Aboard Florida.
          Sincerely,
 Wayne Wille 

mailto:waynewille@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Rich Ferrie
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT ALL ABOARD FLORIDA!
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 12:42:43 PM

     In my opinion, the entire "All Aboard Florida" project is a sneaky,
selfish scheme designed to deceive everyone into thinking that they are
getting a great deal.
It is all a fabricated lie in order to hide their true intent. There are
no successful, unsubsidized passenger rail services in the country -
NONE. But, if you convince someone to give you a guaranteed government
loan, you can build a lot of tracks on OUR dollars. Later on, when the
passenger service fails,  All Aboard Florida, who is owned by Florida
East Coast Rail, will then use these now available and now unused tracks
for the purpose of hauling at least double the freight that will come
from Miami. Remember the Panama Canal will double a triple the sizes of
the ships passing through. Much of this new freight will be funneled
through Miami and has to be sent elsewhere via rail.
All aboard Florida offers us nothing but heartache. Our safety will be
jeopardized by under protected crossings and by the greatly delayed
response time of emergency vehicles. Imagine that you live on the other
side of the tracks from the hospital and that you are having a heart
attack and you call 911. Then you hear a train whistle and the ambulance
takes an additional 5 or 10 minutes to arrive. The paramedics treat you
and then load you into the ambulance. As the ambulance nears the tracks
you hear a train whistle and the ambulance must stop again for 5 or 10
minutes. If this happens to you, you have my prayers.
     There is only 1 railroad bridge in Stuart. It is nearly 100 years
old. regulations require it to close 10 minutes or so before a train
crosses and 10 or 15 minutes after it passes. 32 trains passing PLUS
additional freight trains means that if you are lucky, the bridge might
open to boat traffic about 5 or 10 minutes an hour. During the closed
time, the boat traffic must keep moving in a circle in order to maintain
control. When the bridge does go up it will be a mad dash to get
through. What could go wrong here? When the bridge breaks (as 100 year
old bridges do) the trains will back up and block crossings for miles on
either side. How hard will it be to get parts for 100 year old bridges?
     Property values along the line will plummet.
     Stuart will lose the left turn lane at Confusion Corner. They will
also lose more than 100 parking spots. Business will suffer immensely
and many will fail.
     Now that I have told you what we will get with All Aboard Florida,
lets discuss what we will lose.
     We will lose the ideal that government is by the people and for the
people and come to the realization that THEY DON'T CARE ABOUT US! It's
all about protecting the money and not the people. I hope I am wrong,
but this smells like a sellout on the highest order.

Richard J. Ferrie
779 SW Aruba Bay
Port St. Lucie, FL 34986
772-343-8165
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From: lia.godwin@yahoo.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard Florida
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 12:25:08 PM

Dear Mr. Winkle,
As a residents of Indian River County for the past seven years we
 wanted to let you know that we do not want All Aboard Florida
 Trains ripping through our tranquil town. We own property a half
 mile away from the tracks and it will certainly decrease the value of
 that property when the trains move through at high speed, 37 times
 a day. What a mess this will be!  This will not only devalue property
 but will be a safety issue as well. How will emergency vehicles get
 across the tracks in order to reach the hospital? I understand that
 the idea is to improve tourism between Miami and Orlando but
 really, how many people who can afford to travel will want to be at
 the mercy of a train and not their own means of transportation? We
 are not a dumb society and we can see when we are being
 bamboozled. After all isn't the real plan to upgrade the
 infrastructure of the FEC's current tracks as to increase the freight
 traffic from larger ships that are bringing cargo up from the Panama
 Canal? 
Even if the train was purposed to stop in Vero Beach we would be
 against this debacle. 
It is hard to believe that intelligent people like yourself, cannot and
 will not see through this issue.
Sincerely,
Bob and Lia Peters
 
Lia Godwin Peters, Sales Associate
Palm Island Plantation
8001 North A1A
Vero Beach, Florida
32963
Direct 772-321-9567
Office 772-234-6500
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From: Marcia Benson
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT ALL ABOARD FLORIDA
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:12:35 AM
Attachments: NOT ALL ABOARD FLORIDA.pdf

December 1, 2014:
 
To Whom it May Concern:
 
Before the United States Coast Guard allows the (AAF) to disrupt navigation of the St. Lucie

 Waterway, as currently proposed, please consider the devastating impacts to property values to the
 4,711 waterfront property owners west of the Stuart FEC Crossing at the St. Lucie River. They live
 along the North and South Forks of the St. Lucie River and their property values are a direct function
 of their ocean access. If the railroad bridge is only open for boats less than 20 minutes per hour –
 based on current freight trains and the 32 proposed passenger trains during daylight hours – then
 the traffic jam of boaters trying to get under the down bridge will be a serious danger to navigation
 to and from the St. Lucie Canal, which connects to Fort Myers and the Gulf of Mexico. There are also
 thousands of St. Lucie County boaters who won’t be able to go to the Gulf or enjoy the South and
 North Forks of the St. Lucie River. There are plenty of tales of 40-minute waits in heavy currents for
 the Stuart railroad bridge to go back up and again to allow boater traffic to go east or west.

We personally have a sailboat and live west of the railroad bridge. If you have even seen this
 railroad crossing in Stuart you would know full well that only one boat at a time can safely go
 through the railroad bridge and the highway bridge that immediately follows. As a sail boater you
 have limited control going through tight areas and with the limited amount of time and the obvious
 back log of boaters that will be waiting in line to get through these bridges it is a navigational
 hazard. As it currently stands it is tough to get through these bridges safely. With 32 more trains a
 day it will make it virtually impossible to sail in our waters which is why we moved here in the first
 place. This will destroy our way of life and our property values.

 
The same is true for thousands of waterfront property owners west of the much lower

 railroad bridge in Tequesta. For unknown reasons, this ill-advised proposal does not include an
 additional high rise rail crossing at the St. Lucie, Loxahatchee or New Rivers. These are obvious
 choke points for rail and boating traffic. The choke point in Stuart is just minutes away from the St.
 Lucie Inlet where boaters can reach the Atlantic Ocean after crossing the state from the Gulf of
 Mexico in Fort Myers.

 
Officials from Indian River, St. Lucie and Martin counties are extremely concerned about the

 negative impact on marine vessels in life threatening situations.
 
This is not the route for “allegedly” high speed rail as proposed. I hope the U.S. Coast Guard

 will stop AAF from taking away our rights to use the St. Lucie waterway for navigation to wreck our
 way of life and destroy our property values.

 
An even greater concern is the health and safety impact that additional trains will have on

 our town. The additional trains will make accessibility to our Hospital for emergency purposes very
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December 1,2074;


To Whom it May Concern:


Before the United States Coast Guard allows the (AAF) to disrupt navigation of the St.


Lucie Waterway, as currently proposed, please consider the devastating impacts to property


values to the 4,71L waterfront property owners west of the Stuart FEC Crossing at the St. Lucie


River. They live along the North and South Forks of the St. Lucie River and their property values


are a direci function olth.i. ocean access. If the railroad bridge is only open for boats less than


20 minutes per hour - based on current freight trains and the 32 proposed passengel lains during


daylight hours - then the traffic jam of boaters trying to get under the down bridge will be a


serious danger to navigation to and from the St. Lucie Canal, which connects to Fort Myers and


the Gulf of Mexico. Th"r" are also thousands of St. Lucie County boaters who won't be able to


go to the Gulf or enjoy the South and North Forks of the St. Lucie River. There are plenty of
tales of 40-minute *uit, it heavy currents for the Shmrt railroad bridge to go back up and again


to allow boater traffic to go east or west.


We personally have a sailboat and live west of the railroad bridge. If you have even seen


this railroadi.ossi.rg i, Stuart you would know full well that only one boat at a time can safely


go through the railroad bridge and the highway bridge that immediately follows. As a sail boater


lou have-limited control going through tight meas and with the limited amount of time and the


lbrio.6 back log of boaters that will be waiting in line to get through these bridges it is a


navigation alhiard. As it currently stands it is tough to get through these bridges safely- With 32


morJtrains a day it will make it virtually impossible to sail in our waters which is why we


moved here in the first place. This will destroy our way of life and our property values-


The same is true for thousands of waterfront property owners west of the much lower


railroad bridge in Tequesta. For unknown reasons, this ill-advised proposal does not include an


additional tiltr rise rail crossing at the St. Lucie, Loxahatchee or New Rivers. These are obvious


choke points for rail and boating traffrc. The choke point in Stuaft is just minutes away from the


St. Lucie Inlet where boaters can reach the Atlantic Ocean after crossing the state from the Gulf
of Mexico in Fort Myers.


Officials from Indian River, St. Lucie and Martin counties are extremely concemed about


the negative impact on marine vessels in life threatening situations'


This is not the route for "allegedly" high speed rail as proposed. I hope the U.S' Coast


Guard will stop AAF from taking away our rights to use the St. Lucie waterway for navigation to


wreck our way of life and destroy our property values.


An even greater concern is the health and safety impact that additional trains will have on


our town. The additional trains will make accessibility to our Hospital for emergency purposes


very difficult and may even cause life threatening situations. The negative impact it will have on


ourquaint downtown will be devastating to our businesses and to our way of life. The train runs


righithrough our downtown area and will make access to our businesses very difficult'







Please consider our point of view and the devastating impact this will have on our


community and others.


Thank you for your time and consideration.
Regards,


)r' 
" PJ"7\c)ri 'lotelLr


Marcia Benson
Resident Stuart, Fl.







 difficult and may even cause life threatening situations. The negative impact it will have on our
 quaint downtown will be devastating to our businesses and to our way of life. The train runs right
 through our downtown area and will make access to our businesses very difficult.

 
Please consider our point of view and the devastating impact this will have on our

 community and others.
 
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Regards,
 
 
Marcia Benson
Resident Stuart, Fl.

 
 

Marcia
Marcia Hoke Benson
Berkshire Hathaway Home Services
Florida Realty
Broker Associate, GRI, CDPE, SFR
772-528-0837
Marcia@marciabenson.com
www.marciabenson.com
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From: Wharton Dorothy
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT All Aboard Florida
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 9:57:50 AM

To:  Someone who will read this and consider my comments

From:  Two residents of Stuart, Florida who lives about a block east of the FEC railroad tracks

With 32 additional trains a day, the noise pollution and vibrations resulting will affect everyone in this community. 
 Most times when we leave our neighborhood, we have to cross the tracks.  If we drive north, we have bridges to
 cross the water.  The Roosevelt Bridge is not affected, but the bridge on A1A is a draw bridge and therefore will
 make that route north impossible.  In addition many/most residents of this area have boats.  The boat traffic will be
 hugely affected by bridges going up and down 32+ times a day.

Our beautiful little town will be impacted to a major degree.  Property sales and this area as a tourist destination will
 be affected too.  The FEC tracks run right through the middle of our downtown.  There are many restaurants, shops
 and our local theater located there. 

How will ambulances and fire trucks get to their destinations in the timely manner that is necessary with all the train
 traffic hindering their progress?

This tragic impact on our community could be avoided by building railroad track in the unpopulated area west of the
 Florida Turnpike.

Please help us save our community.

Sincerely,

Logan and Dorothy Wharton
3511 SE Fairway West
Stuart, Florida 34997
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From: Candy Nininger
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: not all aboard florida
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 4:35:03 PM

Sirs:
The public should be allowed to vote on this issue but since we are not to be allowed you
 should consider these items:
1. All aboard florida has been secretive with their business plan
2. There will be negative impacts on the boating community throughout the Treasure coast,.
3. Our hospital is east of the tracks and emergency service will be disrupted and delayed. (my
 daughter would not have made it in time for her baby to be born if they had met such a delay)
4. There are tracks to the west of here that would not cause these problems
5. The added noise and frequency of trains will hurt property values for thousands of people.
6. Traffic delays will be long and frequent for travel to and from the barrier islands.
7. Trains are old old old technology.  Most urban communities use tunnels , monorails
 systems, bridges etc to avoid adding to the traffic problems these public transport systems are
 supposed to alleviate.
8. If the added trains and tracks are really for freight as most people suspect, then the above
 problems will be much worse.
9. Orlando is far west of our communities, the tracks should be too.
10.  I for one would not ride a train to get to Orlando as the added time for boarding, carrying
 luggage, going through security and getting from the airport to a resort would not save time.
11. A train or monorail along the turnpike would make much more sense.
12.  This train system will cost the taxpayers a lot for very little return.
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From: bonnie.clarke@att.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard Florida
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 1:02:41 PM

I have lived in Stuart, Florida for almost 10 years.  I cannot believe that in 2014 you would
 even consider having trains speeding through the main area of a civilized downtown
 numerous times a day.  This is not 1950!  Surely we have come further along in our
 understanding of travel, that all trains belong away from where people spend their time
 enjoying their surroundings.  I can understand that you may need to get into the center of a
 high density area, but none of this applies to Stuart and Martin County.  Surely you can move
 the trains west and follow the route of the turnpike to get from West Palm to Orlando.  Has
 common sense just no place in our society any more?  I am very distressed over the lack of
 concern from the Federal Railroad Administration. 

Written in stressful concern, yours sincerely, 

Bonnie Clarke
1457 SE Summit Trail
Stuart, FL 34997
772-233-1168
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From: David Mills
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT All Aboard Florida
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 3:46:41 PM

Please stop even seriously considering this ridiculous sham! There is no way that it makes
 sense to pass 32 more trains a day between Miami and Orlando.

1.      If there was a current or near term demand for fast public transportation between the
 south and Orlando, there would be a long steady stream of loaded buses up and down
 the turnpike. THERE IS NOT.

2.      One of the executive proponents said we “don’t understand. It wouldn’t be like adding
 32 more freight trains. Each fast train would be like waiting for a stop light.” Well,
 currently many of us in Stuart and Martin County live with one or two stop lights
 between our houses and many of the businesses and services we rely on. Places such
 as our supermarkets, Home Depot, our drug stores, hospitals, doctors, and
 restaurants. Adding 32 more of a ridiculous bunch of worthless “stop lights” delays
 MAKES NO SENSE AT ALL.

3.      There is no way this can be economically feasible. BART (Bay Area Rapid Transit)

 celebrated their 40th year anniversary last year. It carries hundreds of thousands of
 passengers daily, and still depends on tax payer financing for over 30% of their
 revenue. THERE IS NO WAY THIS SCAM WILL PAY ITS WAY.

4.      If you permit this fraud to continue, the developers will gather in the funds of the
 government backed loans, and skip town leaving the rest of us to pick up the
 payments and live with the mess. THIS IS CRIMINAL!

5.      This doesn’t even begin to uncover and describe the idiocy of this fraud, but I’m sure
 you’ve already heard most of it. Just add this Email to the bundle and DON’T LET IT
 HAPPEN.

Dave Mills
 
 
David Mills
3977 SE Barcelona St.
Stuart, FL  34997
H & Fx 772-223-0124 C 772-215-9876
dmills@davidmills.com
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From: Lou Benson
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:19:06 AM

December 1, 2014:
 
To Whom it May Concern:
 
Before the United States Coast Guard allows the (AAF) to

 disrupt navigation of the St. Lucie Waterway, as currently
 proposed, please consider the devastating impacts to property
 values to the 4,711 waterfront property owners west of the
 Stuart FEC Crossing at the St. Lucie River. They live along the
 North and South Forks of the St. Lucie River and their
 property values are a direct function of their ocean access. If
 the railroad bridge is only open for boats less than 20 minutes
 per hour – based on current freight trains and the 32
 proposed passenger trains during daylight hours – then the
 traffic jam of boaters trying to get under the down bridge will
 be a serious danger to navigation to and from the St. Lucie
 Canal, which connects to Fort Myers and the Gulf of Mexico.
 There are also thousands of St. Lucie County boaters who
 won’t be able to go to the Gulf or enjoy the South and North
 Forks of the St. Lucie River. There are plenty of tales of 40-
minute waits in heavy currents for the Stuart railroad bridge to
 go back up and again to allow boater traffic to go east or
 west.

We personally have a sailboat and live west of the
 railroad bridge. If you have even seen this railroad crossing in
 Stuart you would know full well that only one boat at a time
 can safely go through the railroad bridge and the highway
 bridge that immediately follows. As a sail boater you have
 limited control going through tight areas and with the limited
 amount of time and the obvious back log of boaters that will
 be waiting in line to get through these bridges it is a
 navigational hazard. As it currently stands it is tough to get
 through these bridges safely. With 32 more trains a day it will
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 make it virtually impossible to sail in our waters which is why
 we moved here in the first place. This will destroy our way of
 life and our property values.

 
The same is true for thousands of waterfront property

 owners west of the much lower railroad bridge in Tequesta.
 For unknown reasons, this ill-advised proposal does not
 include an additional high rise rail crossing at the St. Lucie,
 Loxahatchee or New Rivers. These are obvious choke points
 for rail and boating traffic. The choke point in Stuart is just
 minutes away from the St. Lucie Inlet where boaters can
 reach the Atlantic Ocean after crossing the state from the Gulf
 of Mexico in Fort Myers.

Officials from Indian River, St. Lucie and Martin counties
 are extremely concerned about the negative impact on marine
 vessels in life threatening situations.

 
This is not the route for “allegedly” high speed rail as

 proposed. I hope the U.S. Coast Guard will stop AAF from
 taking away our rights to use the St. Lucie waterway for
 navigation to wreck our way of life and destroy our property
 values.

 
An even greater concern is the health and safety impact

 that additional trains will have on our town. The additional
 trains will make accessibility to our Hospital for emergency
 purposes very difficult and may even cause life threatening
 situations. The negative impact it will have on our quaint
 downtown will be devastating to our businesses and to our
 way of life. The train runs right through our downtown area
 and will make access to our businesses very difficult.

 
Please consider our point of view and the devastating

 impact this will have on our community and others.
 
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Regards,



 
 
Dr. Louis Benson
Resident Stuart, Fl.



From: msemartin7@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT All Aboard Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 3:05:49 PM
Attachments: SENDER_EMAILmsemartin7@comcast@@net.png

FREE Animations for your email Click Here!

This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! Antivirus
 protection is active.

Dear Mr. Winkle:
 
It is beyond my comprehension that any intelligent persons,with any
 common sense and respect for the environment and their fellow man,
 would have planned, and are planning, to disrupt the Treasure Coast,
 with overwhelming and unnecessary, increased passenger and freight
 service.
 
Alternative routes to the west have not been fully investigated.  I feel sure
 that the reason for that is the BIG DOLLAR SIGN.  All Aboard Florida is
 thinking only of its own pockets, not the impact this debacle will have on
 Treasure Coast communities and its marine industries.
 
Destroying communities and marine industry cannot be the answer when
 other alternative routes for this rail service exist that are less intrusive in
 our lives.
 
PLEASE, PLEASE don't allow this plan to develop along our coast; even
 a "stop" here wouldn't "sweeten the pie"! 
 
Very truly yours,
 
Elsie L. Martineau
Palm City, Florida
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From: Suzanne
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT All Aboard Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 9:50:41 PM

Mr.Winkle,
 
I vote NO!!  If you were to look at all the facts regarding the All Aboard project with an
 unbiased view, you would see how bad it will be not only for the Treasure Coast, but
 all of Florida.  It's a boondoggle fo the greatest magnitude that will eventually saddle
 the tax payers with a multibillion debt load.  It just might be feasible if the tracks are
 used in the center of the state.  It might even be quicker and cost less than driving a
 car!!
 
Suzanne Rosborough
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From: Adam Garber
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; John.Winkle@DOT.Gov
Subject: Not All Aboard Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 2:42:36 PM

Hello,

        I am a resident who lives on the Loxahatchee River in Jupiter and I strongly oppose All Aboard Florida and the
 30+ additional trains that will be running through our neighborhood at high speeds per day. Traffic congestion on
 land and sea will go up exponentially causing myself and my neighborhood a much lower quality of life. As it
 stands now I listen to mile and half long freight trains blowing their loud horns at each of the four intersections
 close to my home. These horns are extremely annoying and go all day and all night long. A citizen has a right to
 peace and quiet in their own home.

Kind Regards,

David Garber
(561) 262-9266 cell
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From: carol mccarthy
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Al Koontz
Subject: Not All Aboard Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 6:44:19 PM

We are vehemently opposed to the proposed plan to send 32 high speed passenger trains and a succeeding multitude of freight trains through our quiet
 community of Vero Beach as well as the otherTreasure Coast communities. This proposed nightmare will ruin the quality of life in all of our
 communities by producing unbelievable noise, disrupting and delaying traffic as well as fire, ambulance and police personnel as first responders.   The
 report solicited by All Aboard Florida  was biased and needs to be redone to reveal the true impacts that would occur in our Treasure Coast
 communities.

ALL OF THIS CAN BE AVOIDED BY MOVING THE PLANNED TRACK USAGE WEST OF ALL OF OUR COUNTIES.

Sincerely,      Alfred Joseph and Carol Ann Koontz, Jr.
                        1810 Sand Dollar
 Way                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
                        Vero  Beach, Fl. 32963 
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From: mikerosborough@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT All Aboard Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 9:53:31 PM

Mr.Winkle,
 
I vote NO!!  If you were to look at all the facts regarding the All Aboard project with an
 unbiased view, you would see how bad it will be not only for the Treasure Coast, but
 all of Florida.  It's a boondoggle fo the greatest magnitude that will eventually saddle
 the tax payers with a multibillion debt load.  It just might be feasible if the tracks are
 used in the center of the state.  It might even be quicker and cost less than driving a
 car!!
 
Michael Rosborough
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From: jillianrosborough@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT All Aboard Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 9:58:25 PM

Mr.Winkle,
 
I vote NO!!  If you were to look at all the facts regarding the All Aboard project with an
 unbiased view, you would see how bad it will be not only for the Treasure Coast, but
 all of Florida.  It's a boondoggle fo the greatest magnitude that will eventually saddle
 the tax payers with a multibillion debt load.  It just might be feasible if the tracks are
 used in the center of the state.  It might even be quicker and cost less than driving a
 car!!
 
Jillian Rosborough
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From: leemcmillen@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard Florida
Date: Sunday, September 28, 2014 3:05:37 PM

Dear Sir:
As a resident of Vista Royale I am already disturbed by the existing train noise
 throughout the day and night, and the high speed trains can only exacerbate the noise and
 vibration associated with them and severely limit the peaceful use of my property. I am also
 concerned that Vista Royale’s properties will decline in value because of the diminished
 access to our community. In addition I believe the increased noise generated by the high
 speed trains will discourage tourists from renting and visiting this area.

I request you utilize all of your efforts to STOP THIS TRAIN PROJECT FROM
 GOING FORWARD. The Treasure Coast has nothing to gain from this project. It will only
 hurt all of the residents who call it home and discourage tourists from visiting the area.

Thank you,
Donna Lee McMillen
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From: tobinrosborough@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT All Aboard Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 10:01:00 PM

Mr.Winkle,
 
I vote NO!!  If you were to look at all the facts regarding the All Aboard project with an
 unbiased view, you would see how bad it will be not only for the Treasure Coast, but
 all of Florida.  It's a boondoggle fo the greatest magnitude that will eventually saddle
 the tax payers with a multibillion debt load.  It just might be feasible if the tracks are
 used in the center of the state.  It might even be quicker and cost less than driving a
 car!!
 
Tobin Rosborough
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From: rinka
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: not all aboard florida
Date: Saturday, September 20, 2014 12:49:17 PM

ARE YOU KIDDING ME,

i am appalled at the arrogance that AAF blatantly makes comments that this would be a good
 thing for stuart, fl and all of martin county.  the fortress investors are salivating as we speak
 "putting one over" on the residents and business's in and around martin county.  they are
 already lining up at their banks to deposit the riches on the backs of tax paying people who
 have earned their retirements and chose to live a more tranquil life in their later years not to
 mention families raising children in the area.

the bulling tactics that they are trying to use on the animal business owner in Vero beach,
 expressing they will take over his parking areas because they own the spots (strong arming)
 a man whose livelihood is his means of having a life for himself and his family,
 OUTRAGEOUS!

among other things with this  assine idea brings is:

the safety issues, 

road gridlock, 

maritime gridlock, 

emergency vechiles trying to reach hospitals and or people at home, on the beach, at shopping
 centers, in a life or death situation, 

derailments (and this will happen) in the vicinity of homes, events, festivals, picnics or just
 walking across the tracks to reach the other side during an outing.

chemical spills should the unthinkable happen.

all its going to take is only one human life for this to happen and that is one life to many.

property values, yes this will occur.

you must start listening to the public.  I'm sure as i write this, that the pockets of many, and i
 say many politicians  have been greased already and didn't expect a back lash from these
 communities to occur as it did and now are back tracking and changing their stand on this
 issue.

it is obvious that these greedy stockholders and all companies invested in this debacle do not
 live in florida especially on the east coast where these train will be barreling through.

the obvious ruse is not passenger train service, this will not turn a profit and they know it. the
 real reason for this is moving FREIGHT TRAINS up north and across the united states to any
 and all destinations for profit. passenger trains do make profits, read up on your history re:
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 passenger service all over the country.

take this train and put it in the middle of the state where it belongs, not in the most populated
 areas within martin county. i could go on and on but i fear this is FALLING ON DEAF EARS
 AND THE PROJECT FOR THE TRAIN IS A SLAM DUNK.

heres hoping you don't have friends, family, mothers, fathers grandparents, grandchildren don't
 live here because YOUR THROWING THEM UNDER THE BUS for your own personal
 gains.

irene jennings
stuart, fl 34997

should you have any questions you want answer, just call me, ill tell it like it is and you can
 take that to the bank!



From: Karin McMullen
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard Florida
Date: Tuesday, November 4, 2014 11:00:18 AM

I would like to know why we, the people, have to basically for a FOR PROFIT COMPANY to launch a
 branch of their company. If this would be such a great idea  why does the company go begging for
 Federal monies, State monies and County Monies?  There should be investors flocking to get rid of
 their monies and help AAF to get started.  If they still want to go through with this idea, can AAF at
 least guarantee 500 riders/train/day to make it somewhat profitable?  If there is at least 1 (one) NO
 answer the whole idea should be scrapped.  Have they said who would be riding on the trains?  You
 cannot count on some tourists!!!!! Anybody willing to ride the ride needs a ride to and from the
 train stations because there is no regular bus service in the areas! 
 
If this really is materializing, they will destroy the Treasure Coast and other areas so that a FOR
 PROFIT COMPANY wants to make money which, to me, is like a balloon  to pop anytime soon.  Just
 remember Solyndra, they received a lot of money from the Federal Government and declared
 bankruptcy immediately after the got the money in the bank.  Later on they destroyed the solar
 panels already made so that nobody else could use them.  I am very afraid that this would happen
 to AAF, they go bankrupt and we will have to pay their debts.  What are we going to do with their
 collateral, i.e. trains?  Send them to Disney to be used in their theme parks?
 
This whole idea of AAF is not thought out properly and we need at least 20 years to contemplate a
 correct response.  Thank you for listening to a frustrated Treasure Coast resident.
 
Karin McMullen
6600 Penny Lane
Fort Pierce FL 34951
772-460-1692

mailto:karinmcmullen@att.net
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From: KCort2
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT All Aboard Florida
Date: Friday, October 31, 2014 4:43:43 PM

To Whom it May Concern:

I would like to go on record as opposing vehemently any plans
 to build a high-speed rail line through the middle of my
 community!  Thirty-two trains a day, (plus the usual freight
 trains) disrupting traffic, inconveniencing the public, wasting
 fuel by idling hundreds of cars and trucks which have to stop
 repeatedly at railroad crossings to allow these trains to pass, is
 an abomination! And this doesn't even factor in the issues of
 emergency travel by first responders for medical
 emergencies.  Our Primary hospital you may have noticed, is
 EAST of the existing railroad tracks. 

We mostly all agree that mass transit would be a nice thing to
 have.  But not at the expense of destroying  vibrant town(s)
 along the South East  Coast of Florida.  Redirect the trains to
 unpopulated areas WEST of town or better yet, build an
 elevated train facility down the center parkway of the I-95 or
 Turnpike Corridor, which would be the SMART thing to do. I
 am so distressed about this I am about to have a stroke.  I am
 75 years old (a Native Floridian, originally from Miami) and
 thought I could retire and live out my remaining years in Palm
 City.  Now, I guess we had better put our house on the market
 before the prices plummet and move away.  To where?  I
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 don't know, but clearly, Stuart, Jupiter, Vero Beach and places
 South are going to be ruined.  I left Miami 22 years ago
 because of the traffic, noise, crime and congestion.  This was
 painful.  Now you are doing it to me again and I'm ANGRY!

Kathleen Cort



From: Sal Pelle
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT ALL ABOARD FLORIDA
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 9:13:57 AM

Sir/Madam,
 
I am writing to express my complete disagreement with the plan to send express
 trains through the Florida east coast, e.g. Treasure Coast.  Some of my objections
 include:
 

1)    Train crossing which are dangerous and time consuming.  Fast moving
 trains pose more of a danger to traffic.  Waiting for the trains to cross
 would delay emergency vehicles trying to get to disasters and hospitals. 
 Raised bridges cause extensive traffic jams in heavily traveled Rt. 1.

2)    Excessive noise from these trains, transiting multiple times during the day.
3)    Reduced property values along the route for homeowners and businesses.

 
I’ve commented before that the trains should be moved to the I95 corridor, where
 there is less of an impact on the heavily populated coastal regions. 
 
I sincerely hope that it is not too late to stop this effort.  I moved to FL from NJ 5 years
 ago, because I love the town (Vero Beach), and the quiet small town feel.  This plan
 would destroy this, and may cause many residents to flee to other parts of the
 state/nation, include myself.
 
Sincerely,
 
Salvatore Pelle
Eve Pelle
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From: Jerry Britt
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard in Florida
Date: Saturday, September 20, 2014 12:12:43 PM

To whom it may concern:
 
I see no practical purpose to run passenger trains along the east coast of Florida. Last
 time I checked Orlando was in the middle of the state. Without any benefits to our
 coastal towns, only to be mired in traffic and burning our expensive fuel while your
 trains interrupt our lives here on the Treasure Coast.
 
You should run the tracks that Amtrak runs out of West Palm Beach which makes its
 way through the center of the state towards Orlando and Tampa. These tracks will
 allow for high speed travel and not impede our traffic on the roads and waterways.
 
Before you inflict such misery on our small coastal towns and cities reconsider the
 impact it would make on our lives and wallets. There is no winning for us in your
 proposal, redirect your lines where it makes the least impact and would run its most
 cost efficient route.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jerry Britt
Fort Pierce, Fl.
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From: kathyb 3
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT all aboard in STUART FLORIDA
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 8:14:44 AM

 WE MUST protest the installation of ALL THESE ADDITIONAL trains in our
 area and also ALL UP THE COAST!
 
This project WILL destroy not only the small towns, (Vero Beach, Port St Lucie,
 Ft Pierce, Stuart, Jupiter, I COULD GO ON) but also the property values of
 homes and condos that lie to the west of the tracks but that have access to the
 ocean. 
 
It will remove what small amount of parking is available in the downtowns,
 and further DESTROY the response time to MANY of the Hospitals that are on
 the "WRONG SIDE OF THE TRACKS", and that is probably the VAST majority.
 The LAW SUITS WILL BE FLYING!!!!!
 
It becomes EVER more apparent as the SEASON comes on. 
 
Just for a regular freight train going through Stuart the other day, we
 were stuck for OVER an hour and through MULTIPLE traffic lights because of
 the backup that was on the main road. 
 
WE SHUDDER TO THINK WHAT THE SEASON WILL BE LIKE WITH ALL THE
 ADDITIONAL TRAINS EVERY DAY!!!!
 
Of course, we understand that this is ALREADY A DONE DEAL!!!! NO ONE would
 spend the millions of dollars to build train stations if it was NOT!!
 
Way to go Florida. DESTROY what we live in Florida for! It certainly ISN"T to
 go to the MAGIC KINGDOM AS YOU all THINK...... Hope the PAYOFF was
 enough.
 
With MUCH CONTEMPT!
 Joe and Kathy Borg
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From: peggy fisher
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: "Rockridge Property Owners Association Rockridge"
Subject: Not all aboard! Run second set of tracks in more central, less populated part of state
Date: Monday, October 13, 2014 9:56:10 PM

Dear Mr. Winkle.
 
I share Beverly Matsoukis’ and many Floridian’s concern about AAF placement of the second
 tracks which I believe will be detrimental to many FL communities, especially vulnerable
 coastal areas near the sea like Vero Beach.  I believe the impact on the Treasure Coast where
 no stops are planned will  be totally detrimental, adversely affecting our safety, real estate
 values, tourism  and tranquil lifestyle.
 
Please listen to and address our concerns and hopefully this is not already a “done deal,” in
 spite of our concern and outrage as some columnists and Letters to the Editor have been
 saying, spreading the alarm.
 
The  citizens of Vero Beach and many of our representatives are strongly opposed to AAF and
 do not want it running through our unique and lovely city by the sea.
 
 
 
 

Cheers from Vero Beach,
Peggy Fisher
Seaside Scoop  Publisher
9360 Seagrape Dr.
Vero Beach, FL 32963
772-388-4920

 
Turn the wheel of your life. Make complete revolutions. Celebrate every turning. And
 persevere with joy.
—Deng Ming-Dao Writer
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If you’d like to receive inspiration from the sea via free, monthly Seaside Scoop enews
 reaching readers spanning FL, 43 states and 55 countries abroad with words-for-the-month,
 health, fitness & finance tips, humor, conservation, animal-focused fun, movie & restaurant
 reviews,  the Dating Game Catwalk & much more, please email:
 writingbyfisher@bellsouth.net
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From: Kathy Sweeney
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not all aboard!!
Date: Friday, September 19, 2014 8:32:48 PM

I'm very opposed to having that train go from Miami to Orlando. I live in a 55 and older community and God for bid
 and ambulance needs to get into our complex they will not be able to cross over those tracks 32 times a day
Therefore I am very opposed to having the train I think they should use the tracks by  95 which are already in
 existence
Kathleen Sweeney!!

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Sherrie Facchine
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: floridanotallaboard@gmail.com
Subject: Not All Aboard!
Date: Monday, November 3, 2014 11:24:33 AM

Dear Sirs,
I have been following the All Aboard Florida debacle from the beginning, and it is quite clear
 that the FRC is attempting to portray the new passenger rail as the answer to all our prayers
 when it's quite the opposite for those of us in Palm Beach and Martin Counties.  They've also
 been very "sketchy" and not forthcoming with information and much of their "facts" are only
 guesses and conjecture.  This rail system will seriously and negatively affect my quality of
 life in Jupiter and I DO NOT WANT IT!  It's also obvious that this new rail system is not at
 all about moving people, but really about moving more freight, from Miami to points north. 
 Why not tell it like it is?
I moved to Jupiter because of the quiet, serene quality of life here and I don't want it ruined by
 this unwanted train.
 
Regards,
 
Sherrie Facchine
Jupiter, Florida
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From: pamjeand
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not all aboard
Date: Friday, October 24, 2014 11:07:09 AM

Please do Not allow these trains to pass through Martin Co.  They will cause safety hazards
 and delays for all emergency vehicles.  These railroad crossings will tie up and delay all
 traffic.  These trains will have no benefit for the Treasure Coast residents.  Do not allow these
 trains to pass through Martin Co.  Thank you.

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone

mailto:pamjeand@comcast.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: NANDO CUCCURESE
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard
Date: Sunday, September 21, 2014 10:54:53 AM

I am a  home owner on the St. Lucie waterway in Stuart Fl.. I dreamed of living on this beautiful
  waterway for many years.  I understand that this proposed train will traverse a train bridge
 located in Stuart over 32 times a day thus changing my travel to the inlet from no fixed bridges to
 most of the time FIXED. This will impact  home values not just to me but to over 1000 homes
 values located near this bridge over night. I ask the powers to be to please do not approve
 this project. 
 
Nando Cuccurese
 772-349-3175
email- nando5590@yahoo.com
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From: julsinill@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT all aboard
Date: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 4:07:02 PM

I am AGAINST the train coming thru eastern Martin
 county. 
 
It will destroy our way of life, our economy, and our
 property values. 
 
I also believe it will be extremely unsafe, especially
 the tracks located over the waterway. The trestle
 certainly does not look like it could take 4 times the
 amount of crossings safely.
 
Please DO NOT PERMIT THIS... if Dade county
 wants a fast moving train through Martin county, the
 tracks out to the west should be utilized. Trains
 traveling there would not have to slow down as they
 would on the eastern tracks, as the population is far
 less concentrated. 
 
 
Julia Clark
2069 NW Estuary Ct
Stuart, FL 34994
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From: Trish Scattergood
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT ALL ABOARD
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 10:36:47 AM

It is apparent that people living along the east coast in pleasant and quiet towns 
such as Vero Beach are NOT interested in having 32 passenger trains flying
through our city even though we are well aware that this part of the ALL ABOARD
is just a scam to introduce the heavy, dangerous cargoes that are planned to 
utilize the rails in the near future.  Dredging of the Panama Canal to deepen the
waters to accommodate the large cargo ships is just the beginning. At the ports
in South Florida; heavily laden trains will soon be storming across our cities
causing dangerous conditions, traffic flow problems, lowered real estate values
and stressful living conditions.  Many of our citizens live here because they
are retired or semi-retired and certainly do not want to cope with this scam.
If there is money that the government will allow to be used (and we are the
people paying for that enormous loan), think clearly about the loan. When
bridges and roads need repaired and soldiers come back from the wars 
crippled, unemployed and living in the woods ; there is where that big loan
should be utilized.  DO NOT ALLOW THIS FIASCO TO BECOME A REALITY!!!!
-- 
TRISH SCATTERGOOD
Travel Consultant 
Indian River Travel
Rotarian
Home office/fax: (772) 770-4533
trishscattergood@att.net
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From: T Good
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not all aboard
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:13:41 PM

I doubt anyone will actually read this. But here it goes anyway. We don’t want your trains
 through our communities. There is no long term benefit to the Treasure Coast. I suggest you
 buy a home where a train will pass through your back yard 32 times a day and tell me how
 you like it. You will be KILLING people who can’t get emergency response to there homes on
 time. YOU WILL have blood on your hands. Is a life worth your stupid fucking train service,
 which by the wy will fail. People who want to come to Florida  and visit Orlando are gonna go
 stay in Orlando to begin with. Not stay in Miami or Ft Lauderdale and then take a train to
 Orlando. So you won’t make your money back with passenger fees. You will go belly up which
 will mean we tax payers will be on the hook for your loan. Or is the passenger service just a
 ploy to get more freight trains coming through in the long run. Well thanks but no thanks. It is
 bad enough I have to leave for work an extra 15 minutes early to avoid catching the
 freight train that comes through at that time of day. Do you really expect thousands of people
 to be happy about having to alter their lives so your company can try to make a few bucks.
 My god have a heart. Seriously put yourselves in our positions. I mean REALLY think about it.
 You buy a nice home that happens to be located in a place near the tracks, imagine you have
 to cross those tracks to go to the marina to get to your boat to take a cruise on the river. But
 now comes a train. The whole house shakes 32 times a day + the freight trains. Now your
 stuck at the crossing. Finally you get to the boat , you are on the river getting ready to go
 through the draw bridge, but NO, you have to wait for a train. Same story on the way home.
 Train at the draw bridge, train at the crossing going home.  You finally get home and have to
 call 911 cause hubby is having chest pains. But the ambulance can’t get there quick enough
 because low and behold there was a train! I’m willing to bet you’d be pissed too if this was
 your story. Hope you get sued the first time someone dies because the ambulance had to
 wait for a train at the crossing. 

Thanks, but no thanks,
Tiffany Goodwin
City of Port Saint Lucie resident​
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From: david systrom
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT all aboard
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 8:42:36 AM

The greed and thoughtlessness of ALL ABOARD is
 exceeded only by its arrogance.
If allowed to proceed, thousands lose their safety and
 quality of life.That will be a heavy burden on the
 consciences of all involved in promoting ALL ABOARD.
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From: Cindy
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT ALL ABOARD
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 6:45:38 PM

I live in Hobe Sound. Please do not disrupt our quiet little town with your empty trains. Go west. The cows are
 friendlier. Besides we can drive to Orlando in 3 hours. Go away.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Chris Fanelli
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 2:41:05 PM

I live in the beautiful town of Hobe Sound in wonderful Martin County. Stay out
 of our county with your big plans which nobody wants. Use tracks west of the
 Turnpike if you have to run this thing, but don't pretend you'll have loads of
 ridership because as you destroy our way of life, no one will take your lousy train
 to Miami or Orlando. We can and will drive there if we need to. Go destroy the
 town of Naples or Tampa, they will have more legal issues than you can handle.
 Don't pretend to be fair and balanced, you are investigating your own interests.
 Compliance compliance compliance, just a corrupt organized plan to force this
 train upon our county just to cater to the shipping interests of the Panama Canal
 ordnance. 
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From: Anne and Chris
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard
Date: Wednesday, October 29, 2014 8:39:02 PM

To Whom It May Concern,

We are against the additional trains coming through Stuart.  I travel through Confusion Corners on a daily basis and
 the additional trains will cause the traffic to be backed up multiple times.   We are also concerned with regards to
 the boat traffic and the lowering of the railroad bridge.

Anne and Chris Ladue
Stuart, FL
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From: Linda Valente
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not all aboard
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 2:13:25 PM

Hello,

May I start by saying this transit will be going thru a state park/sanctuary for animals and natural growth. People go
 camp there. Children go learn about the environment.
Why does this preserved park have to be ruined?
Why does money make you so in/out of the loop?

This goes thru areas where it is surrounded by the poor people in mobiles, and the schools, and low income
 retirement communities..many mobile home ones. These are the three groups of people we need to protect.
Why make their life harder?
Have you seen this area?

Homes are on A1A, not 100-125 feet from the train. The mobile homes shake now, but we are use to it. It is a few
 times a day.
People walk, ride bikes, jog down A1A. I can not imagine having a high speed monster 50-60 feet away. That's
 horrible.
Not to mention diesel burn off and soot.

Poor, elderly and children...come see.

Please be empathetic.
Put yourself, or your child, or parent in our shoes.
We deserve peace also. Even if you don't know us.

Redirect this vessel before it's too late.
You never regret doing the right thing.

Sincerely,
Linda Valente

Sent from my iPad
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From: Jeanne Orsino
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT ALL ABOARD
Date: Saturday, September 27, 2014 9:20:23 AM

I LIVE AT VISTA ROYALE COMMUNITY IN VERO BEACH FL. I AM VERY CONCERNED AND
 AGAINST THE “ALL ABOARD FLORIDA” PROPOSAL TO ADD TRACKS ALLOWING 32 RAILROAD
 PASSENGER TRAINS A DAY, TRAVELING AT HIGH SPEEDS, GOING THROUGH TO OUR
 COMMUNITY. WITHIN A FEW BLOCKS IN OUR COMMUNITY ALONE THERE ARE 3 RAILROAD
 CROSSINGS .
SO MANY OF US WILL BE DIRECTLY AFFECTED BY THE PLANNED TRACKS AND TRAINS,
 LIMITING OUR ACCESS TO EMERGENCY SERVICES, SHOPPING AND DAILY TRAVEL
 THROUGHOUT INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, AS WELL AS THE SAFETY ISSUES ASSOCIATED WITH
 THE ADDITIONAL TRAINS.
TO SAY NOTHING ABOUT THE NOISE ASSOCIATED WITH THE TRAINS THAT WILL BE
 EXACERBATED ON A LEVEL OF DISTURBANCE, I WILL SEVERELY LIMIT OUR PEACEFUL USE OF
 OUTDOORS ACTIVITIES. OBVIOUSLY, IT WILL DRASTICALLY REDUCE THE VALUE OF OUR
 PROPERTY.
WE REQUEST YOU UTILIZE ALL YOUR EFFORTS TO STOP THIS TRAIN PROJECT FROM GOING
 FORWARD.
RESPECTFULLY,
JEANNE ORSINO
49 WOODLAND DRIVE APARTMENT 106
VERO BEACH, FLORIDA 32062
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From: pmcpga@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; eve.samples@tcpalm.com
Subject: NOT all aboard
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 4:14:47 PM

I have been a resident of Hobe Sound, Fl. for almost 12 years. The quietness of the community was a big
 attraction to moving here.
 
I feel concerned about a high speed railroad and additional freight trains coming through our communities
 for the following reasons:
 
1) Lower property values
2) Many more trains per day disrupting our peace and quiet.
3) The potential of traffic congestion at crossings.
4) Emergency vehicles delayed because of trains crossing intersections.
5) The loss of income to businesses on the east side of the tracks.
6) The possible road rage that will exist at crossings with roundabouts. Many motorists don't understand
 the right of way without congestion. I will hate to see what may happen with increased congestion and
 the impatience that goes along with it.
7) Derailment at high speeds.
 
Has a study been done to determine what the traffic back up will be at the crossings affected. The train
 may clear in only a few minutes, but the gates go down before the arrival of the train, and up after the
 train has passed. I believe AAF is covering the real truth saying that it will be a minimal delay.
 
The reasoning that the passenger train will take automobile traffic off of our congested highways is ONLY
 a valid comment from West Palm Beach To Miami. There is no automobile congestion in the northern
 communities. Would passengers pay the fee for a daily ride to go to work between West Palm to Fort
 Lauderdale to Miami and then have to find transportation to get to their places of employment from the
 train station? I highly doubt it.
I also find it hard to believe that a passenger will be able to go from Miami to Orlando in under 3 hours
 including stops in Fort Lauderdale and West Palm Beach.
 
Why would any public company want to disrupt the quality of lives of the people living in the coastal
 communities.
 
Go west young man!!!!!!!
 
Paul M. Carter
6157 SE Georgetown Pl.
Hobe Sound, Florida 33455
772-545-3341
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From: Thomas Newton
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard
Date: Friday, November 7, 2014 2:38:55 PM

Dear Mr. Winkle:
The proposed multiple trains to run through our
 communities at high speed daily are a bad idea for so
 many reasons which I am sure you have heard over and
 over.
I just want to register our vote against All Aboard FL. 
We are NOT Aboard and I dare say we are among the
 silent majority.
Thank you,
Thomas & Dorothy Newton
Port St Lucie, FL
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From: Carol fuller
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not all aboard
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 11:50:40 AM

I live on Hutchinson Island and I believe that All Aboard will destroy JENSEN BEACH AND DOWNTOWN
 STUART.  32 trains every day will bring a halt to most activities in both cities.  There is no reason except greed
 that they don't want to relocate the tracks.  No grants should be given to a corporation that doesn't think about all
 the people, not just there bottom line.  Now we are hearing about future use of there tracks for freight.  Sounds like
 all smoke and mirrors to me.  Please help us keep our cities safe......

Sent from my iPad
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From: Joan Hooks
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard
Date: Sunday, November 9, 2014 7:45:12 AM

Just say no to the big choo choo
Sincerely,
Joan Hooks
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From: JAMESHOLLAND08@comcast.net
To: MAIL@CHANGE.ORG
Cc: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; tcnletters@tcpalm.com
Subject: Not All Aboard
Date: Sunday, November 30, 2014 11:06:34 AM

Having observed for many weeks the GOINGS ON in Ferguson, Mo., following a
 tragic shooting, of terrible behavior from some of the residents it caused me to think.
Why are we the residents, of Martin County, who appear to be ignored by AAF not
 publicly protesting? I saw the sham at the Stuart meeting and read about the same in
 other locations.
IT'S TIME WE DO OUR OWN PROTESTING, legal of course, at key locations, on an
 ongoing basis. In Martin County at railroad crossings, downtown Stuart, bridges etc.
I retired to this area because of the pleasant attitude, not the business of south of
 here. 
I, as would many others, committ to an hour or two three times a week, to get the
 attention we deserve, to march in protest of AAF, with signs etc.
We need to act now!
Jim Holland, Hobe Sound
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From: John Lillich
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Yesdesk@tcpalm.com
Subject: Not All Aboard
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 6:41:06 AM

This issue deserves an objective, third party analysis. Some of your ads are really misleading... "The trains will clear
 the crossing in less than a minute", while probably true, it does not recognize the gate timing which impacts traffic,
 including 911 vehicles trying to get to the North hospital. I used to time the RR bridge, it goes down 20 minutes
 before the train, and goes up a few minutes after... Let's say  total of 25 minutes, times 49 trains (32+17) equals
 about 20 hours that the bridge will be down. That will ruin boating on the both forks of the St. Lucie River. This is
 a boating community, which counts on 911 getting our elderly to the hospital.
Please consider a redo on the impact analysis at least.
John Lillich

Sent from my iPad
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From: Diane G. Kozuch
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 4:41:07 PM

I moved to Stuart over 25  years ago and have taken pride in our small town.
Totally against your plans on ruining our town….not only for motor vehicles and boats, but for the
 overall quality of life.
You can very easily take the western route, but apparently get enjoyment of doing this “because you
 can”. 
 
Diane G Kozuch
1811 Palm City Rd; #A502
Stuart, FL  34994
Tel #772-288-0303
Fax #772-223-4005
Email:  Diane@CottageAccounting.com
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From: Pam Lenahan
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 10:21:38 PM

To whom it may concern; I implore you to consider not what you can do, but what you should
 do with regard to the railway through the Treasure Coast. Our community is small, with
 waterways and natural habitats that could be drastically damaged by your current planned
 route. Please look at the worst case, the damage you could cause, and take the high road,
 protect our community from the damage we see coming, and move to the western route. If it
 costs time and money today to protect the future of our community, I believe you will reap
 the benefits in the future with a more stable route and the good will of the community.
 PLEASE HEAR OUR VOICES, AND MOVE YOUR ROUTE WEST. WE BEG YOU TO
 HELP US PROTECT OUR WILDLIFE AND DELICATE MARINE COMMUNITIES. 

Sincerely, 

Mr. & Mrs. Edward J. Lenahan
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From: Bud McCall
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 6:15:09 AM

I am just an ordinary citizen, retired in Ft Pierce, FL. I can't believe we are being railroaded by
 the people that are supposed to protect us. 

I live just off US1 south of FECRR crossing at Edwards Rd. To get emergency care we must go
 north on US1 to the health center in FT Pierce. This road is already congested by local traffic
 especially when school is in session with the school buses picking-up and discharging children.
 When a freight train crosses, traffic already is a mess for 10 - 15 minutes. 

The propose addition of more freight and 32 all aboard trains per day........

You'll have got to be kidding when you claim the the impact will be minimal.

Big money rules I suppose but what happened to the people who has bought property here
 and now have to deal with this proposal. 
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From: kmpr414@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 8:50:07 AM

I am a resident of Jensen Beach Florida and I have many concerns about your plan. The main
 one is the bridge over the St Lucie River
In Stuart. It would be closed more than it would be open. PLEASE STOP THIS NOW and
 rethink your options. 
Thank You

Kimberly Reed 
2551 NE Pinecrest Lakes Blvd 
Jensen Beach Florida 

Sent from XFINITY Connect Mobile App
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From: Lisa Troute
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 10:49:48 AM

John Winkle,

Has anyone considered the QUALITY of life that residents along the treasure coast will have when we have 32
 additional trains bisecting our communities?  Corporations should not be allowed to steam roll their projects over
 the wishes of the communities that will be impacted.  Boat travel on our waterways will be constricted by railroad
 bridges, emergency personnel won’t have quick access to the “other side of the tracks” where hospitals may be
 located, automobile traffic will back up at RR crossings impacting travel time to appointments, and most
 importantly--the train is not needed because we already have Amtrak on the SEC tracks to the west, which provides
 reasonably priced tickets from Miami to Orlando.  Please—NO to All Aboard Florida.

Lisa Troute
Jupiter, Florida
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From: parkplace1999@aol.com
To: john.winkle@dot.gov; David.Keys@noaa.gov; James.Christian@dot.gov; Benito.Cunill@dot.gov;

 Gavin.JamesG@epa.gov; Mueller.Heinz@epa.gov; John_Wrublik@fws.gov;
 CongressmanPatrick.Murphy@mail.house.gov; BillNelson@senate.gov; Rick.Scott@eog.myflorida.com;
 Negron.Joe.web@flsenate.gov; MaryLynn.Magar@myfloridahouse.gov; parkplace1999@aol.com

Cc: monroe1449@yahoo.com
Subject: Not All Aboard
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 1:45:48 PM

I strongly object to the All Aboard Florida (AAF) high speed rail project.

This project would send trains through the small coastal communities at
 speeds of 100+ mph.

There is no regard for property values, danger to humans and animals, traffic,
 or to the significant adverse quality of life and environmental impact to
 Florida. 

NO PASSENGER TRAIN HAS BEEN PROFITABLE ANYWHERE IN THE USA
 IN OVER 80 YEARS. 

Why is this project even being considered? 

The people do not want this. 

Funded by, with losses to be guaranteed by, the taxpayers, with unrealistic
 projected profits going to a private hedge fund.

Please represent the best interest of the people and stop this train wreck from
 leaving the station. 

Michel Mercer

Stuart,  Florida
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From: mike
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard, Resident Loxahatchee river Jupiter, Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 10:08:50 AM

John Winkle and Coast Guard District 7,
                                                My name is Michael Stango and I live at 18254 Perigon Way, Jupiter, FL.
 33458. Which is located west of the train bridge
on the Loxahatchee River. I am an avid boater and fisherman. I own a 34’ Pursuit Drummond Sport
 Fisherman, which is powered by twin Yamaha 350’s.
Unfortunately, I could not attend the meeting held at the Jupiter Community Center.
                                                I am personally appalled when I read the small window used in January to
 evaluate our boat traffic. I have lived on the river since 2008
and boat throughout the year. My limited access time to get in and out of the river is concerning for
 many reasons, which I am sure was expressed by
many residents. My main concern is safety. The Loxahatchee is aligned directly behind the inlet,
 which causes significantly strong currents. I don’t
know if we have a camera located on the train bridge or on the AIA bridge. If not, I would ask for
 consideration to mount one or two for a period
of time that would allow for an accurate count of boat traffic. More importantly, focusing on the
 summer, spring months and especially Holiday weekends.
Living directly across from the sand bar, I can confirm 50 to 75 boats a day are beached frequently.
 To use a short window in January is unacceptable.
                                                My safety concerns have been an issue since I moved on the river. During
 the warmer months, especially in the summer
the boat back up at the train bridge is horrific. In the summer months the majority of boaters are
 teenagers or in their early twenty’s. Ninety five
percent of them have never taken a Coast Guard class or are aware that a boat with the “current”
 has the right of way! When that bridge opens
it’s like the start of the Indy 500. Vessels like mine with significant weight in the back, will have their
 stern slide out with the current. I have had many
close collisions over the years. Specifically, when an approaching boat will “not” give me the right of
 way. Leaving me no alternative but to increase my speed causing
a large wake in a very narrow opening. I have witnessed, boats brushing up against one another,
 objects being thrown at boats and verbal exchanges
that may have lead to physical confrontation.
                                                We are all blessed with what mother nature has given us. A for profit
 train should not jeopardize our freedoms and safety!
 
Sincerely,
Michael Stango
18254 Perigon Way, Jupiter, FL. 33458
561-827-5787
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From: Mary Pirrotta
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: NOT ALL ABOARD
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 5:01:50 PM

I am opposed to All Aboard Florida.  It would be a huge mistake for Martin County
 and for Palm City on so many levels.

mailto:mjpirrotta2014@att.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: Colleen Jelsch
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not all aboard
Date: Friday, September 19, 2014 9:30:22 PM

To whom it may concern,

I live in Stuart Florida and have enjoyed this quaint tranquil community for 30 years!  The attraction to this area is
 the Peace and quiet with the ability to enjoy beautiful waterways via boating! 
Currently 10 trains a day run through thus area closing the Roosevelt bridge and intersections.  It's a part of life that
 has little to no impact on traffic, boating etc.  An additional 32 trains per day will be devastating to this community. 
 It's reprehensible that BIG money will shove this down our collective throats for your monetary gain!  The majority
 of people in this county DO NOT want "Your All Aboard"!
There is absolutely no benefit to this  county. NONE.  And yet you pander the big business and push this on
 communities that don't want it!  What part don't you understand?  We don't want your stinking railroad! 
 Comprende?!

Sincerely,

Colleen M Jelsch

Sent from my iPad
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From: Kevin
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Kim Whelan
Subject: NOT all aboard
Date: Saturday, September 20, 2014 11:42:25 AM

I do not support the All Aboard Florida project.  A article in the St Lucie News Tribune
 indicated that the frequency of road and track crossings will nearly triple.  I drive across the
 train tracks daily and would not welcome the increase of closings.  I am already frustrated
 enough with time and money lost waiting on train crossings.
 
Kevin Liske
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From: Holly Wengler
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All aboard
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 8:14:58 AM

To Whom it may concern,

I urge you to please intensely review and better scrutinize the impact 32 trains running through
 our community, Martin County, will have. 32 trains will damage our local economy by
 heavily restricting our marine activity. The train drawbridge will have to be down a large
 period of the day blocking ALL boat traffic, including Coast Guard. 

In addition to the train, our main hospital access will become detrimentally restricted due to
 train crossings. This additional crossing time could be the minutes lost in trying to save
 someones life. 

Our downtown area, which we have worked so hard to revitalize will become severely
 impacted. It can already be troublesome getting in and out of the area, but with access
 restricted by 32 crossings a day, it will become impossible. Not to mention the added noise
 the impact will have on the ambiance of the area. 

32 trains WILL put many of our small business owners out of business, further contributing to
 high unemployment and state monetary aid burden.

32 trains through Martin County will have a large negative impact on our economy and our
 health. Is that really the message the State of Florida wants to send? That the lives and
 livelihoods of it's residents are disposable?

I respectfully urge you to deny 32 trains running a day. If the trains must run, a more
 reasonable number needs to be reached. There just won't be enough paying customers to
 support 32 runs. Let's find some sort of compromise that won't send the message that big
 business is more important than entire counties.

Thank you for your time,
Holly Wengler
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From: Mark Bentel
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not All Aboard
Date: Friday, October 31, 2014 11:16:43 PM

To whom it may concern

Your plan is way to ambitious, start small and grow with proven ridership.  The Eastern FEC Railway
 Tracks are not in a suitable location for this High Speed Service.  It will be to costly for the Tax Payers. 
 Do the right thing and pick a more Central location.  An elevated monorail is the only practical solution for
 High Speed Service.  You are moving way to fast and expecting way to much from the Government and
 do not have General Public Approval for the route selected.  I love Trains but your plan is ridiculous. 
 There has just got to be a better way.

Your consideration will be greatly appreciated.

Respectfully,

Mark R Bentel
1345 SE Salerno Rd
Stuart, FL 34997
772-287-2479
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From: Boyd Gunsalus
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: not all aboard
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 3:53:42 PM

Dear John Winkle,
    I wish to write  about  the proposed railroad that is trying to ruin the ambiance and way of life for thousands upon
 thousands of people living north of Palm Beach. The proposed increased trains will destroy the now bustling but so
 beautiful little towns that are built along the tracks that AAF owns the right of way for. They are obviously lying in
 their application for the federal loan, there is no way that a passenger train can operate at a profit on the proposed
 route, there can't be enough ridership to justify such an undertaking. We all know the real reason for the loan is to
 beef up the tracks for increased freight soon to come from the increased size of the Panama Canal. We, the people
 of Martin, St.Lucie and Indian River County's have worked hard to preserve the historic ambiance of our towns.
 The Environmental Impact Statement the railroad produced is a joke. I beg of your agency to do a more
 comprehensive study of the proposed venture and to deny them their loan. The entire project is based on greed and
 gain for a few with serious detrimental impact to multiple thousands of people living on the Treasure Coast. We
 truly treasure our way of life and hate it that governmental agencies such as yours will be persuaded by big money
 to once again screw the middle class so a few men can get richer. Please please please take a closer look.   
 Sincerely, Brenda Leigh
                  806 S.E. Madison Avenue
                  Stuart, FL.  34996

Sent from my iPad
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From: William Raycraft
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not AllAboard Florida
Date: Sunday, November 9, 2014 8:04:53 AM

I am not for All Aboard  Florida! Pleasedo not support this bad idea! thanks, William R
 Raycraft   Ft Pierce

mailto:brraycraft@gmail.com
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From: Tom
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not an idea with merits and benefits
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 11:47:39 AM

To whom it may concern:

Quite simply, All Aboard Florida is not a good project since the negatives far out way any benefits.

As a resident of Martin County the project presents myself and my wife additional closings at auto rail crossings
 including all routes to Martin Memorial Hospital in the event of emergencies. The railroad bridge over the St. Lucie
 River will be in a down position much more often than it is now which prevents us from access to the Inlet when we
 are boating. Additional noise from more frequent trains and more danger to humans and animals resulting from
 more and faster trains. And property value have the possibility of going down, not up, as the result of the above.

Nothing can be done to eliminate any of these negatives.

How about the positives for us? There are none. It will not reduce pollution, add jobs to our local economy nor
 provide any goods or services for us.

If you were given these options for yourself and where you live, how would you feel?

Sincerely,

Tom and Barbara Willson
Stuart,  Fl

Sent from my iPad
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From: 2248fra@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Pagan, Frank
Subject: not at all aboard florida
Date: Friday, October 10, 2014 9:12:28 AM

interestingly last week a freight train broke down on the tracks in my back yard  i was
 working in the woods and noted it took almost 2 hours to fix the train     when these
 breakdowns occur what will happen when we have so many more trains coming
 through

and what sort of idiots came up with the idea of running the trains through all the
 wonderful historical towns on the treasure coast instead of west of the interstates

go west rich dudes   oh oh   maybe wellington   the reserve  palm beach gardens or
 other upscale communities do not want  their peace  their home values   and etc
 destroyed

christa pagan
11903 indian river drive
jensen beach florida 
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From: Martin Dems Bellsouth
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not for All Aboard Florida
Date: Thursday, October 23, 2014 12:12:14 PM
Attachments: Dennis Killila (Chair@martincountydemocrats.org).vcf

Against AFF 10-22-14.doc

Attached document is a statement  opposing  approval the All Aboard Florida railroad proposal.
 
Dennis Killilia, Chair
Martin County Democratic Executive Committee
948B SE Central Pkwy.
Stuart FL, 34994
772-221-0405 Office
772-781-0446 Cell
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AAF


Re:
Draft Environmental Impact Statement



Regarding All Aboard Florida’s (AAF) proposal to provide 


Passenger rail service  between Miami and Orlando


To:
Federal Railroad Administration

From:
 Dennis A Killila, Chair Martin County Democratic Executive Committee



1792 SW Shady Lake Terrace, Palm City Fl 34990


Date
October 22, 2014


The Democratic Executive Committee of martin County Florida strongly opposes AAF’s passenger rail service for several reasons


Public Safety:  The railroad route divides several small communities and residential developments located very to close to tracks.  The Railroad right of  way was planned in the late 1800’s when the East Coast of Florida was not developed.  How can a railroad system created over a hundred ears ago be used as a high speed railroad today?  How can that work?

Today the landscape is very developed with several at grade crossings which delay business,  citizen, and emergency vehicle traffic .  The  grade level crossings can be eliminated by requiring railroad  bridges over the crossing.


Marine navigation:  The railroad right of way crosses several waterways flowing into the Atlantic Ocean.  This unique geography has created business and recreational boating activity found nowhere else in the United States. 


At this time several very old at grade railroad draw bridges are in use by the Florida East Coast railroad.  I am not an expert but I do not think they were built for high speed rail traffic.  Some of the bridges look like they belong in an museum.

Local Commuter traffic:  The small communities located along FEC railway need commuter service to the larger urban areas.  The AAF proposal ignores the need.

We support development of high speed railroads in South Florida.  Perhaps a route through central Florida is safer and more acceptable.


Thanks for this opportunity to comment




From: Marilyn DeMartini
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Phil Purcell; Kristina Hebert
Subject: NOT On Board for All Aboard Florida!
Date: Tuesday, November 25, 2014 3:32:48 PM

To John Winkle and all at the Federal Railroad Administration:

As a Florida tax payer, voter and business owner who works in the marine industry, I am 
writing to express strong opposition to the new high speed rail transport system proposed for 
Florida.  We have existing railways that could be made more efficient—including a little used 
Tri-Rail system. If this is really about moving freight, not people, then your strategy and 
research are flawed as they do not properly take into account the economic impact of the rail 
system on the important marine industry—including the use of draw bridges and impact on 
marinas. We have long built a thriving marine economy in South Florida that caters to all sorts
 of recreational and commercial marine traffic and your rail system will stifle that growth and 
gravely and negatively impact the bustling marine service businesses that employ so many 
throughout the State—to the tune of $11.5 billion! Your proposed service threatens to tie up 
boat traffic at three South Florida bridges over waterways that are the lifeblood of an industry 
that generates annual wages totaling $4.1 billion and delivers a gross output of $11.5 billion a 
year in Miami-Dade, Broward and Palm Beach counties.

We urge you to more closely look at the research and response to your research, done by the 
Marine Industries Association of South Florida. This professional organization has done its 
homework and has presented its findings to you.  We will also let our legislators know that we
 realize the pretty picture you paint is a facade. Please do not cut the life of a lucrative industry
 in the name of railway efficiencies!  If you ruin the economy here, there will be little to ship 
out and no one to whom to ship in.
Sincerely,
Marilyn DeMartini

Marilyn DeMartini
1301 Bayview Drive #7
Ft. Lauderdale, FL  33304
954 564 7234 - 954 649-4904 cell
md@prpower.biz
www.prpower.biz
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From: GCAPPO@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Not On Board with All Aboard FL
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 11:58:24 AM

 
Attn: John Winkle,
 
 
Please add my name to the list of names that are oppose to the All Aboard Florida project.  I
 am in agreement with all the reason against this ill conceived project in particular the adverse
 impact on the towns along the Treasure Coast.  As a resident of Stuart, FL, trains that are
 already coming through the downtown area  create, traffic, noise and safety issues. 
 Additional trains will most certainly create a  decline in property values and the ambiance that
 is downtown Stuart as well as other towns along the proposed train path.
 
Sincerely,
 
Gaspare J Cappello
185 N.E. Edgewater Drive # 5302
Stuart, FL 34996
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From: Louis Mazzucchelli
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; Louis Mazzucchelli
Subject: not so fast!
Date: Saturday, November 22, 2014 8:16:17 AM

We the people don't want your aaf we don't want the noise and the saftey concerns, the only
 people who will benefit from it is you! You are not going to run rough shod over us we plan
 on fighting this how ever we can! So don't think it will be so easy!
                                                     Louis Mazzucchelli
                                                     1912 SW Saga st
                                                     Port saint lucie,Fl 34987
                                                     (772)971-2872

mailto:unclelouie477@msn.com
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From: Bob Poller
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; Editor, TCN-Letters
Subject: Object to AAF
Date: Sunday, September 21, 2014 11:03:42 AM

I live in Port St Lucie, and object to high speed trains in our area.
I have a boat and object to spending 15 or 30  minutes each hour with
bridges open...or the back up of boats, the concentration of yachts and other boats awaiting
 passage through the waterways when the train is past, and bridge span opens.  It would be a
 "Le mans start" for boaters big and smaller, commercial vessels and pleasure boaters.  A
 reason to have owners avoid our area and further impact marine businesses in the area.
I object to being a taxpayer and having All Aboard Florida receive Federal Guaranteed loans
 for their private business.   Go to the banks or investors like other businesses do,and support
 the American financial system.
I object to the "possibility" to use their franchise to transport freight.
I object to the added noise, added risks of accidents, and confusion
at many roundabouts that would increase accidents at crossings.
I object to AAF's and the Federal Railroad Administration's deaf ear
to residents...who do not want additional interruptions in our city's residents.  The demand for
 this high speed rail service serves only
the owners, not the community.    It's brings no business to Florida.

We in the Treasure Coast get no benefits from these trains, only
the risks of disruption, accidents, harm to others driving cars, bikes, 
or walking, and loss of business to locals, plus"possible" loss in property values.

mailto:pollerbob@gmail.com
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From: Nancy Toomey
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Objection to AAF
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 5:53:25 PM

Dear Sir,
We would like to strongly object to All Aboard Florida.  We think it will be bad
 for our environment plus it will make traffic impossible in certain areas of the

 city of Boca.  We live near the 18th St. crossing in Boca Raton.  The freight
 trains are generally longer than 2 minutes now. We have timed them
 frequently.  A couple of times lately I have had to stop for a train twice in one
 day.  If we have 32 trips a day plus more freight trains it will really be
 impossible.  In the season there is so much grid lock at Palmetto and Dixie now
 what will it be if this goes thru?  Having to worry about adding a least 10
 minutes to a trip so that we will be on time does not make us happy. 
 
I hope that when this is looked at closely that people will see this is not a great
 idea.  Who is going to benefit from it?  Who will be using it? It won’t even stop
 in Boca Raton. The future traffic delays are a price to pay for quiet zones. 
  Someone is always trying to shoot down Tri-Rail because it doesn’t make
 enough money.  Are we doing this for traffic to Disney?  Will it ever go past
 West Palm?
 
Pat and Nancy Toomey
 
 
 
Nancy Toomey, CRS. GRI
Lenson Realty, Inc.
561-391-9754
nctoomey@bellsouth.net
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From: Julie Zahniser
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: zahniser@bellsouth.net
Subject: Objection to All Aboard Florida - emergency access
Date: Wednesday, October 8, 2014 8:52:33 AM

The FRA needs to better consider the impact of 60+ trains per day on access to emergency services.

My husband and I were eating lunch yesterday in Fort Pierce when a man at the table next to us started convulsing. 
 We called 911 and the paramedics were there within minutes.   But if there had been a train, losing additional
 precious minutes would have meant certain death for this man.   Think about that!  

Let the FRA plan this train business right and put the trains west.   They are expanding port of Miami to bring in
 super-freighters.  Those cargo loads need to go up the center of the state, not past our coastal communities where
 the tracks divide our towns in half with the people on one side and the hospitals on the other.  Imagine losing a
 loved one because the ambulance was stuck waiting for a train.

Sincerely,
Julie Zahniser
Fort Pierce, FL

Sent from my iPad
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From: Mary Lynne Jungers
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Objection to All Aboard Florida
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 8:05:17 PM

Dear Sir;

We, as property owners in Indian River County, are vehemently opposed to All Aboard Florida. We do not believe
 that due diligence was
accurately performed in assessing the environmental impact to the waterways, wet lands, and endangered species of
 Indian River County.
Furthermore, there has ben no impact statement regarding emergency medical services, disaster response planning,
 educational
institutions, cultural institutions, parks and recreation facilities.  In reality, Indian River County itself has been
 excluded from assessing
the environmental impact.
We do not believe that taxpayer dollars should fund a project that is harmful to the community being taxed.
 Additionally, there is no
evidence that the promoters of All Aboard Florida have the funds for this project and ultimately the taxpayer will
 have to provide the
monies needed for this enterprise, an enterprise  which benefits private interests only.
We believe this project should not go forward.

Sincerely,
Thomas and Mary Lynne Kalchthaler

mailto:mlvite@gmail.com
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From: Arlene R Edie
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Objection to All Aboard Florida
Date: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 2:51:00 PM

High speed rail belongs out in the country, not through lovely beach towns up and down the
 Atlantic coast. I moved to Vero Beach because of the beautiful quiet atmosphere. Do not
 disturb my paradise! Arlene R. Edie 
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From: Joan Wilgus
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Objection to All Aboard train
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 7:51:11 PM

This is for the record.  I am opposed to the All Aboard train running thru Vero Beach for several reasons:

1.  32 trains/ day is more than one per hour in addition to the other train traffic which necessities closing the
 crossing.  Although the literature claims that it takes only one  minute for the train to pass a crossing, it does not
 consider the time it takes to have the train crossing prepare for the actual train crossing the tracks.  Vero Beach is a
 vibrant community and the frequent crossing is definitely a safety hazard in addition to the aggregation it will add
 to local citizens.

2.  The tracks are not suitable for high speed trains.  The cost of retro-fitting the tracks cannot be an advantage.  The
 train going through the middle of the state west of I95 makes more sense as freight already runs on those tracks. 

3.  The noise from the trains cannot be diminished.  We live less than a mileaway from the tracks and can still hear
 the current running trains. We don't want to hear them 24/7.

4.  People try to outrun the train now by going around the gates.  What will happen when there are high speed
 trains?

These trains have absolutely no advantage to Vero Beach and other communities in its path.  We object to it
 strongly.  Why would you try to split so many small towns along the coast in half by running these trains?  The few
 jobs that may be created are in Miami and Orlando.  Another no advantage to Vero Beach.  Surely, there is a more
 direct route than on the coast, 

Thank you,
Joan Wilgus

Sent from my iPad
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From: Wayne A. Mills
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Objection to expansion of rail traffic
Date: Friday, September 19, 2014 4:16:50 PM

We leave on North Hutchinson and daily cross the railroad tracks at the North Bridge at the Fort Pierce Inlet and
 cross over to Dixie Hwy.  We find the increased passenger rail traffic a major inconvenience, but we totally object
 to the unmentioned increase in freight traffic with trains averaging 100+ cars and sometimes up to 200 cars coming
 from the expansion of import traffic into Miami.  Nowhere in the discussions or press coverage has AAF given the
 public any information or projections on that element in the expansion.

We are very sympathetic to our friends and neighbors to the south in Stuart where the trains come right through their
 downtown areas too.  Given the passenger trains are small and fast is not the end of the world for us, but the
 unmentioned increase in freight traffic is the elephant in the room.  Why won’t AAF  disclose there plans in that
 regard.  If it is approved there should be a limit to the amount of freight trains that already cause major backups and
 added risks to fire and rescue services along the tracks.
Thank you.
Wayne A. and Delores J. Mills
5051 N. Hwy A1A, Unit 14-6
Fort Pierce, Florida 34949
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From: Michael Swan
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Objection to High Speed Rail in Indian River County, Florida
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 5:45:14 PM
Attachments: image006.png

Dear AAF
 
I am opposed to the proposed High Speed Trains that are being proposed to run through Indian
 River County along the current FEC tracks.
 
The tracks have historically allowed the use of passenger and freight trains that have never travelled
 at the speeds being contemplated by the high speed trains.  The current tracks are in the middle of
 high density populations and will not safely support a high speed train.
 
We do not allow any vehicles to travel at the rate of speed being proposed by the current project. 
 The required safety measures for the multiple crossings have not been contemplated by the current
 proposal.
 
I ask that you deny the necessary permits for said project until the necessary safety and
 environmental issues are fully addressed.
 
Thank you,
 
Mike Swan
 
Michael J. Swan, Esq.
 

     
ROSSWAY SWAN TIERNEY BARRY, P.L.
 
THE MODERN ONE BUILDING
2101 INDIAN RIVER BOULEVARD, SUITE 200
VERO BEACH, FL  32960-7701
TELEPHONE:  (772) 231-4440 EXT. 108
FACSIMILE:   (772) 231-4430
 
GABLES INTERNATIONAL PLAZA
2655 LE JEUNE ROAD, PENTHOUSE 1-C
CORAL GABLES, FL 33134
TELEPHONE:  (305) 443-5020 
FACSIMILE: (305) 443-0016
 
mswan@verobeachlawyers.com
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From: Sandra Wilcox
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Objections to AAF
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 2:20:23 PM

We vehemently object to AAF.  We live east of these tracks.  There is nowhere we go where
 we don’t cross these tracks:
our hospital, our doctors, even our grocery stores.  All these passenger trains will divide the
 City of Stuart, as we’re sure will be done to Hobe Sound.  We believe our property values will
 drop, businesses will suffer and our way of life will be changed for the worse. 
 
Millions of dollars were spent to refurbish old downtown Stuart, which is a thriving theater,
 dining and shopping mecca.  These trains will isolate this historic gem.  We suggest that
 someone from your department go downtown and see what chaos these trains will cause. 
 (Take Colorado Avenue off Federal Highway.)  And maybe that someone should do so when
 there’s a theater event or at rush hour. 
 
Another area that will be affected is Jensen Beach, also a thriving small business area.  You get
 there by taking Jensen Beach Boulevard off Federal Highway.
 
One other consideration is the lawsuits derived when someone dies due to lack of emergency
 medical services because they didn’t get to the hospital in time due to railroad crossing
 closures.  Does the environmental impact study paid for by AAF cover that scenario?
 
We are not anti-passenger train service.  But In the middle of the state, please.  Or along
 Route 95 or the Florida Turnpike.
 
We sincerely hope these objections are duly noted and acted upon, especially the suggestion
 of a personal visit to downtown Stuart and Jensen Beach.
 
Milton and Sandra Wilcox   
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From: J. Michael Gregson
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: Patrick Murphy
Subject: On Board With All Aboard Florida
Date: Friday, September 19, 2014 3:49:06 PM

Good Afternoon,

I am writing this letter to affirm my support for All Aboard Florida. Please be aware that it is a 
vocal minority that are opposed to the train. Many of us in the technology and life science 
industries moving to the area are shocked at some of the opposition to something so vital. Coming
 from places like California and the Northeast, we are counting on the train to help evolve 
Florida's economic ecosystem. With the wide geographic differences between major city hubs in 
our state, the train will create new economic ties and opportunities from Miami to Orlando that do 
not exist now.

Florida's traffic congestion is growing and commutes are getting longer and more dangerous. The 
train will provide for safer highways and a more productive workforce (we also work on the 
train). Employees will be able to live farther from where they work in urban areas, while their kids
 grow up in nicer communities with better schools. In addition, those same families will be able to 
take day trips to many of our state's tourism sites that would be considered too far or too much of 
a hassle to travel to by car. Myself, I would be able to commute from Port St. Lucie to conferences
 in Miami or Orlando that I am not able to attend right now.

The major complaint I hear is that the trains will block an ambulance. Having lived next to the 
trains in coastal San Diego, I can tell you the commuter trains pass in minutes and do not affect 
emergency services. The people complaining about this are the ones not likely to be working or 
contributing to the state's economic growth. In fact, the train in San Diego goes through some very
 nice communities like Del Mar and La Jolla whose residents rely on the train instead of 
complaining about it.

Let me illustrate my point. Here a map where I use to live in San Diego, CA. The "X" donates the 
locations I lived and the blue area is the Pacific Ocean. As you can see my homes were very close 
to the trains that I interacted with on a daily basis. The homes in this area go start at $1million. No
 one complains about the 1 minute wait as the train goes by.

mailto:michael@wavefronthome.com
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Thanks for taking the time to read this. South Florida is changing rapidly and those of us in the 
technology and life science industries are growing in numbers.

I am also the founder of the Life Science & Technology HUB (LST HUB) here in South Florida 
and I invite you to come to one of our monthly events to meet them. Our next monthly event in 
Palm Beach Gardens is at the Waterway Cafe on the second Thursday of each month starting at 
6pm. Let me know if you would like to attend.

Best regards,

Michael Gregson
President, CEO
WaveFront Health Technologies Inc.
Founder, Life Science Technology HUB
561-531-1161

Corrstat, the World's first interactive health and lifestyle information network platform 
www.corrstat.com 

Life Science & Technology HUB www.lsthub.org 
Fort Lauderdale | Palm Beach

http://www.corrstat.com/
http://www.lsthub.org/


From: DMSWEENY@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: susbnz@aol.com
Subject: Opinion on AAF
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 9:01:42 AM

We've lived in Vero Beach since 1999 and have thoroughly enjoyed the quiet laid back nature of this
 ocean and lagoon based Central Fla community. When we first heard of the AAF proposal we were open-
minded, assuming there'd be some positive aspects to it to counterbalance the negatives. We all know the
 negatives:
 
1. The noise of 32 speeding trains rumbling through our little city with whistles blowing will disrupt the
 tranquility every single day. If freight trains are added or extended, it will be even worse. This is not Miami
 or Orlando. 
2. Nearly 1/2 of Vero Beach will not be able to get to our new heart center, emergency room or cancer
 center on a timely basis, healthcare assets for which we've invested over $80 Million. Lives will be lost.
3. With 3 grade crossings per mile, the car, bike and pedestrian accidents and deaths will expand
 exponentially. What value do we put on those lives?
4. The cost of upgrading rail crossings will be borne by someone: us the local, county and state taxpayers.
5.  The inconvenience of waiting in long car lines at rail crossings, with idling engines will certainly add to
 pollution and make us late for doctor school and business appointments, a real hit on quality of life.
 
Against this list of negatives, there must be some positives for Central Florida. But, we honestly cannot
 think of 1 !
 
Please do the right thing. If rails are required for passengers or freight, use the virtually empty center of
 the state or build a modern above ground monorail.
 
Thank you for listening,
 
Doug & Susanne Sweeny
5530 E Harbor Village River Drive
Vero Beach , FL 32967     
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From: Judy Goolsby
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opinion Page
Date: Thursday, October 16, 2014 9:25:13 AM

This is in response to Thomas Long's letter regarding the "Music of Today".  Kudos to
 him for having the guts to express his opinion (and mine).  Please don't tell me to
 'just turn it off' as we have to endure the disgusting noise, lyrics(?) and gyrations in
 restaurants, stores, weddings etc.  It seems the only way young people can get an
 opportunity to hear songs from the 20th century is if they are taking dance, skating,
 or legitimate music lessons.  By legitimate, I don't mean learning 4 chords on a
 guitar.

You can criticize me for being 'not with it' (thank you), but can you imagine watching a
 spooky, romantic or a thriller movie and not having the music background going on?
  Try watching a movie at home and turn off the  background sound.  Do you feel the
 anticipation of an emotion from watching a movie now?  Gee, iti doesn't have the full
 impact, does it?

Also in reference to the lyrics and videos, well, 'crotchabilly' sounds like a genre' that
 would work today.  And, let's talk about dancing - together.  How can you be held in
 someone's arms and have a romantic dance and whisper sweet lyrics in his/her ear?
  Will today's lyrics be remembered to bring back fond memories in your later years?
  Can you even 'hum' the socalled melodies?

Just my opin (and I know many others).

Judy Gibbs
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From: MTMcGaulle@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: MTMcGaulle@aol.com; srm1218chr@aol.com
Subject: Oppoised to All Aboard Florida
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 11:58:01 AM

Please register us as opposed to the "All Aboard Florida" plan to run several
 dozen per week of "high-speed" trains from Miami to Orlando through the
 Treasure Coast, particularly 
Vero Beach and other areas, for the following reasons, among the many
 already recorded with you:
 
1)   the environmental impact of noise, the rumble of speeding fast trains
 and greatly increased number of freight trains;
 
2)  the environmental impact of the delays to auto, bicycle and foot traffic at
 intersections in Vero Beach and other places, having additional effects
 including the results of idling vehicles, noise from the train alarms, dust,
 long-term vibrations to building foundations and the like;
 
3)  the environmental impacts of the wetlands and parklands through which
 this routing would pass;
 
4)  the larger impact of the costs imposed on local communities to upgrade
 warning signs and alarms and roadways will detract from other uses for
 which those dollars would be used, including parks and the like;
 
5)  safety--safety of pedestrians, drivers and the like, as well as the safety of
 those  impacted by held-up ambulances, fire equipment, and police.
 
Beyond these, there are other environment impacts that the AAF
 environmental study (paid for by AAF) does not address in its comparison
 of the proposed train route passing through communities with those of using
 the western route near I-95.  I will not go into these, as the Vero Beach
 Press Journal of November 30 has pointed out these "gaps" in the report.--
 as if whole segments of the proposed route does not exist, or exists only as
 vacant land . . . which is either incorrect or intentionally misleading.
 
For these reasons, we, as Vero Beach and Florida residents, ask your
 agency to turn down the All Aboard Florida plan.
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Michael McGaulley
Susan McGaulley
Vero Beach, Fl 32963
 
(As this letter may be a public record--and hence subject to data mining-- I
 prefer not to list our street address, though we can be reached for
 confirmation through the email.)
 



From: Eve Tillman
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: OPPOSE All Aboard Florida (AAF) high speed rail project
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 7:32:22 PM

Please deny the All Aboard Florida (AAF) high speed rail project as currently
 proposed and configured. I have attended meetings and reviewed this proposal in
 detail and as a Martin County resident for over 25 years vehemently OPPOSE this
 high speed rail proposal. I concur with the findings that the DEIS failed to objectively
 and fairly evaluate the CSX Route Alternative (DEIS Figure 3.2-1), which would avoid
 most if not all of the negative impacts to Martin County residents and communities.
 The AAF-paid consultants simply rejected the CSX Route Alternative out-of-hand,
 citing speculative issues such as “the risk that CSX would not be willing to enter into”
 a shared use agreement for existing infrastructure and unsupported conclusions
 such as the CSX Route Alternative poses “the highest potential adverse direct and
 indirect impacts to wetlands and protected species.” (DEIS 3-7)
The Guardians of Martin County, Inc., strongly opposes the AAF project as proposed.
 The DEIS is replete with inaccurate, out-dated, speculative, and subjective material
 that appears to have been deliberately skewed by the drafters to support an
 unsustainable, critically flawed project.

The Guardians advocates consistency with the Martin County Comprehensive Growth
 Management Plan in all development throughout the County. The DEIS inaccurately
 states that the Plan was prepared by the Martin County “Division of Community
 Planning.” (DEIS 4-4) There is no such agency within Martin County
 government. The Plan was prepared by the Martin County Growth Management
 Department.

Please insist that the final EIS be delayed until supplemental and accurate
 information is provided that truly reflects the AAF project’s impacts on the population
 and communities along the projected route.

Sincerely,

Respectfully,
Eve Tillman
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From: allergic@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: allergic@comcast.net
Subject: Oppose All Aboard Florida
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 2:31:15 PM

I am writing to oppose "All Aboard Florida" as it stands.  The only way to protect the
 public would be to move the rail west of I-95 in the Martin, St. Lucie and Indian River
 areas.  As a resident of South Hutchinson Island in Ft. Pierce, I find this proposal
 dangerous.  Between the Ft. Pierce South Bridge (only way off island) and the
 Stuart/Jensen Causeway there is an aging nuclear power plant. The current track is
 at the foot of South Bridge.  In a disaster of any type thousands of people could be
 trapped on the island.  These tracks also block people from accessing their hospitals.
  It would be very foolish to endanger the lives of thousands for the convenience of a
 private corporation.  AAF would only bring pollution and noise to this area.  I ask you
 to deny access through our county.  Respectfully, Betty Napier, 1358 Bayshore Dr.,
 South Hutchinson Island, FL 34994 
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From: Chris Falkenhagen
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Oppose All Aboard Florida
Date: Friday, October 31, 2014 9:20:54 AM

Sent from my iPad
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From: klwillms@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Oppose
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 8:05:46 AM

Dear Sir(s)
 
 
I am writing to express our opposition to the proposed high speed railway proposed
 by All Aboard Florida.  The amount of trains that are projected in conjunction with the
 amount of boats that currently shutdown the drawbridge, will shut down access to the
 mainland way to often.  This will create an unneeded safety hazard for individuals on
 the island needing medical care.
 
In Addition to our adamant opposition to All Aboard Florida's proposal, we object to
 use of funds supported by taxpayers money.
 
 
Karl and Beth Williams  
North Hutchison Island (Ft. Pierce)
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From: Joan Ann Brown
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposed to AAF
Date: Monday, October 27, 2014 10:33:36 AM

I am opposed to AAF for many reasons.

Joan Ann Brown
2273 SW Estella Ter
Palm City, FL 34990
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From: Bob Yanowsit
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: opposed to AAF
Date: Thursday, October 30, 2014 7:13:24 PM

 
...As one of the first individuals to recognize the disaster that AAF is bringing to Vero Beach, one image keeps
 popping into my head. It is an image of the first high speed train crossing 12th Street with 30 cars on both sides of
 the rails waiting. The train is full of All Aboard Florida managers, owners, and executives . As they pass thru our
 many train crossings I observe all of them in the windows giving us the finger, saying we won and all you people
 are losers.

Yes, they virtually are giving all of us on the Treasure Coast and Space coast the finger, they have and will line
 their pockets with cash from investors and government loans before the inevitable bankruptcy. The rumble of
 passenger and freight trains in chasing people from their homes and businesses, their boats, favorite resturants,
 doctors visits and the beaches.
These AAF people represent the worst of humanity, looming disaster physically, mentally and financially. Yet there
 are then dimwits among us who believe this is a great opportunity, maybe they can sit at the rails crossings and
 sell lemonade, they will have a captive group of parked cars, waiting, waiting, waiting.
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-------------------------------------------------------

Sponsored links:
Rock Hard Erections. All New Formula
Attacks the Root Fast
www.capitolbird.org/pharma.html
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From: David Brown
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposed to AAF
Date: Monday, October 27, 2014 10:29:17 AM

I am a 70-year old senior citizen that has lived in Palm City, Florida, for over 15 years.  I am
 opposed to AAF coming through Stuart, Florida, using tracks that are between my residence
 and the hospital that I must go to in emergencies.

David E. Brown
2273 SW Estella Ter
Palm City, FL
34990-3263

Phone: 772-485-1367
EMail: debrown1014@icloud.com
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From: Rgibbons5343
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: rich.campbell@tcpalm.com
Subject: Opposed to All Aboard Florida expansion
Date: Sunday, November 30, 2014 8:56:53 AM

Mr. John Winkle
Federal Railroad Admin.
Washington DC

Mr. Winkle,

We, Robert & Brenda Gibbons, residents of Stuart Florida, are strongly opposed to All
 Aboard Florida (AAF/FEC) plans to exponentially increase rail traffic through Martin
 County Florida.

The Enviro Impact Study is a joke and ignores safety and economic impacts that will
 severely impact thousands of people living on both sides of the FEC tracks.

We have written to you of our opposition at length in letters to you, and we have
 written to the US Department of Transportation as well.

There are numerous safety and economic concerns, just to cite a few:

* Major delays accessing hospitals and medical services for EMT's, Fire Department
 EMT vehicles, as well as thousands of people in need.

* The bridge over St Lucie River at Stuart cannot handle the increased rail traffic
 without major deterioration and collapse.

* High-speed train crossings will be a danger to auto traffic and nearby homes.

It would be far better to route this rail traffic on new rails west of the Florida Turnpike.

We URGE you to decline approval of AAF/FEC plans for increased trains on the
 existing, fragile rails.

Sincerely,

Robert & Brenda Gibbons
5343 SE Miles Grant Rd, #G-103
Stuart FL 34997
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From: Gary Rainey
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposed to All Aboard Florida
Date: Sunday, October 26, 2014 9:27:06 AM

I live in Port St Lucie and oppose the All Aboard Florida train because it will disrupt traffic, cause multiple traffic
 jams and jeopardize public safety due to delayed emergency responses, and offers no tangible benefit to the
 residents of St Lucie County.

Gary Rainey
Sent from my iPad mini
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From: Louise Cunha
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposed to All Aboard Florida
Date: Monday, October 27, 2014 7:18:08 AM
Attachments: All Aboard Florida.pdf

ATT00001.htm

Mr. John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Ave., SE, Room W38-311
Washington, DC 20590

Dear Mr. Winkle,

I am opposed to Florida East Coast Railway sending 32 All Aboard Florida passenger trains a day through the Treasure Coast downtown 
areas. I am opposed to the FRA’s granting a $1.6 billion loan for AAF.

PLEASE SEE MY ATTACHED LETTER.

Sincerely,

Louise T. Cunha 
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Louise	
  T.	
  Cunha	
  
1800	
  SE	
  St.	
  Lucie	
  Blvd.	
  2-­‐203	
  
Stuart,	
  FL	
  34996	
  
772-­‐324-­‐8750,	
  lcunha2@comcast.net	
  
October	
  27,	
  2014	
  


Mr.	
  John	
  Winkle	
  
Federal	
  Railroad	
  Administration	
  
1200	
  New	
  Jersey	
  Ave.,	
  SE,	
  Room	
  W38-­‐311	
  
Washington,	
  DC	
  20590	
  
	
  
Dear	
  Mr.	
  Winkle,	
  
	
  
I	
  am	
  opposed	
  to	
  Florida	
  East	
  Coast	
  Railway	
  sending	
  32	
  All	
  Aboard	
  Florida	
  passenger	
  trains	
  a	
  day	
  through	
  the	
  Treasure	
  
Coast	
  downtown	
  areas.	
  I	
  am	
  opposed	
  to	
  the	
  FRA’s	
  granting	
  a	
  $1.6	
  billion	
  loan	
  for	
  AAF.	
  	
  
	
  
I	
  live	
  in	
  Stuart	
  near	
  the	
  St.	
  Lucie	
  River.	
  With	
  32	
  added	
  trains,	
  people	
  like	
  me	
  who	
  live	
  on	
  the	
  water	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  tracks	
  will	
  have	
  their	
  
lives	
  disrupted	
  by	
  time	
  waiting	
  to	
  cross	
  the	
  tracks.	
  When	
  my	
  husband	
  and	
  I	
  want	
  to	
  go	
  shopping	
  at	
  Wal-­‐Mart	
  or	
  Publix,	
  we	
  
have	
  to	
  cross	
  the	
  tracks.	
  When	
  we	
  want	
  to	
  access	
  Route	
  1,	
  Route	
  95,	
  or	
  Florida’s	
  Turnpike,	
  we	
  have	
  to	
  cross	
  the	
  tracks.	
  Almost	
  
every	
  time	
  we	
  go	
  anywhere,	
  we	
  have	
  to	
  cross	
  the	
  tracks.	
  	
  
	
  
We	
  are	
  not	
  the	
  only	
  ones.	
  Your	
  DEIS	
  states	
  that	
  around	
  16,000	
  cars	
  per	
  day	
  pass	
  over	
  the	
  SE	
  Indian	
  Street	
  and	
  East	
  Monterey	
  
Road	
  crossings.1	
  In	
  all,	
  there	
  are	
  27	
  grade	
  crossings	
  in	
  Martin	
  County	
  where	
  people	
  will	
  have	
  to	
  wait.	
  Your	
  plan	
  is	
  to	
  have	
  
approximately	
  one	
  freight	
  and	
  two	
  passenger	
  trains	
  per	
  hour.	
  There	
  may	
  be	
  even	
  more	
  trains	
  than	
  that!2	
  It	
  does	
  not	
  make	
  sense	
  
to	
  disrupt	
  automobile	
  traffic	
  so	
  many	
  times	
  a	
  day	
  at	
  the	
  train	
  crossings.	
  In	
  addition,	
  you	
  have	
  neglected	
  to	
  mention	
  what	
  
would	
  happen	
  if	
  a	
  1.5	
  mile	
  freight	
  train	
  were	
  waiting	
  for	
  a	
  passenger	
  train	
  to	
  get	
  across	
  the	
  St.	
  Lucie	
  Bridge.	
  Would	
  the	
  freight	
  
train	
  be	
  blocking	
  grade	
  crossings	
  in	
  downtown	
  Stuart	
  and	
  make	
  cars	
  wait	
  even	
  longer?	
  	
  
	
  
Your	
  DEIS	
  says	
  that	
  a	
  purpose	
  of	
  AAF	
  is	
  “supporting	
  economic	
  development”3	
  and	
  that	
  AAF	
  would	
  not	
  “result	
  in	
  residential	
  
displacement,	
  job	
  loss,	
  or	
  neighborhood	
  fragmentation...”4	
  I	
  do	
  not	
  agree.	
  If	
  these	
  trains	
  are	
  allowed	
  to	
  go	
  through	
  downtown	
  
Stuart	
  and	
  the	
  middle	
  of	
  Hobe	
  Sound,	
  Port	
  Salerno,	
  Jensen	
  Beach,	
  and	
  Rio,	
  this	
  will	
  adversely	
  affect	
  property	
  values	
  of	
  homes	
  
and	
  businesses	
  on	
  the	
  water	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  tracks.	
  Martin	
  County	
  people	
  on	
  the	
  water	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  tracks	
  have	
  made	
  a	
  large	
  
investment	
  in	
  our	
  homes	
  and	
  businesses,	
  but	
  if	
  it	
  is	
  hard	
  for	
  us	
  to	
  get	
  to	
  the	
  “mainland”	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  tracks	
  and	
  hard	
  for	
  other	
  
people	
  to	
  access	
  us,	
  our	
  investments	
  will	
  be	
  diminished.	
  This	
  will	
  cause	
  a	
  lost	
  in	
  tax	
  revenue.	
  
	
  
The	
  marine	
  industry	
  will	
  be	
  hurt	
  by	
  boats	
  having	
  to	
  wait	
  a	
  long	
  time	
  at	
  the	
  St.	
  Lucie	
  River	
  Railroad	
  Bridge.	
  According	
  to	
  your	
  
DEIS,	
  this	
  bridge	
  already	
  closes	
  18	
  times	
  daily	
  for	
  freight	
  trains,	
  and	
  with	
  AAF	
  there	
  will	
  be	
  24	
  more	
  daily	
  closures	
  at	
  15	
  minutes	
  
each.5	
  You	
  admit	
  that,	
  “These	
  additional	
  closures	
  result	
  in	
  a	
  higher	
  number	
  of	
  vessels	
  experiencing	
  wait	
  times	
  for	
  both	
  
commercial	
  and	
  recreational	
  vessels.”6	
  The	
  crossing	
  at	
  that	
  bridge	
  will	
  continue	
  to	
  have	
  only	
  two	
  tracks,	
  so	
  trains	
  will	
  move	
  slowly	
  
there.	
  Some	
  say	
  the	
  bridge	
  could	
  be	
  closed	
  as	
  many	
  as	
  nine	
  hours	
  per	
  day.	
  It	
  is	
  an	
  old	
  bridge,	
  so	
  there	
  could	
  be	
  breakdowns.	
  
Martin	
  County	
  depends	
  on	
  the	
  marine	
  industry	
  and	
  this	
  could	
  cause	
  many	
  people	
  not	
  to	
  bring	
  their	
  boats	
  here.	
  	
  
	
  
Martin	
  Memorial	
  Hospital	
  is	
  on	
  the	
  water	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  tracks:	
  It	
  will	
  be	
  hard	
  for	
  first	
  responders	
  to	
  get	
  many	
  patients	
  there	
  in	
  a	
  
timely	
  way.	
  In	
  many	
  cases,	
  it	
  will	
  be	
  hard	
  for	
  firefighters	
  to	
  respond	
  to	
  fires	
  in	
  a	
  timely	
  way.	
  Evacuation	
  for	
  hurricanes	
  is	
  an	
  
issue:	
  With	
  AAF	
  rushing	
  their	
  trains	
  north	
  in	
  the	
  threat	
  of	
  a	
  hurricane,	
  trains	
  will	
  block	
  railroad	
  crossings	
  and	
  block	
  boat	
  owners	
  
from	
  moving	
  inland.	
  	
  Some	
  people	
  live	
  on	
  their	
  boats.	
  	
  
	
  
Your	
  DEIS	
  says	
  that,	
  “The	
  N-­‐S	
  Corridor	
  would	
  not	
  require	
  use	
  of	
  land	
  within	
  a	
  park,	
  recreational	
  area	
  or	
  wildlife	
  Section	
  4(f)	
  
resource.”	
  Yet,	
  the	
  tracks	
  go	
  right	
  through	
  Jonathan	
  Dickinson	
  Park	
  and	
  the	
  Savannas	
  Preserve.	
  Your	
  DEIS	
  say	
  that	
  AAF	
  has	
  
the	
  “potential	
  to	
  adversely	
  affect	
  …biological	
  communities,	
  protected	
  species…”7	
  With	
  32	
  more	
  trains	
  a	
  day,	
  many	
  more	
  animals	
  
will	
  be	
  killed	
  on	
  the	
  tracks.	
  
	
  
Your	
  DEIS	
  says	
  that	
  a	
  purpose	
  of	
  AAF	
  is	
  to	
  provide	
  “a	
  safe...alternative	
  to	
  automotive	
  travel…8	
  You	
  say	
  that	
  improved	
  grade	
  
crossings	
  would	
  mitigate	
  the	
  safety	
  issues	
  caused	
  by	
  32	
  more	
  trains.9	
  But	
  what	
  about	
  the	
  lack	
  of	
  fences	
  along	
  the	
  tracks?	
  You	
  list	
  
the	
  few	
  accidents	
  to	
  date	
  at	
  grade	
  crossings10,	
  but	
  you	
  do	
  not	
  include	
  statistics	
  on	
  accidents	
  at	
  other	
  places	
  along	
  the	
  tracks.	
  	
  You	
  
say,	
  “fencing	
  is	
  installed	
  in	
  specific	
  areas	
  throughout	
  the	
  FECR	
  Corridor.”11	
  You	
  do	
  not	
  speak	
  of	
  any	
  plans	
  for	
  fencing	
  the	
  track	
  
throughout.	
  There	
  are	
  many	
  places	
  in	
  Martin	
  County	
  where	
  the	
  tracks	
  are	
  accessible	
  for	
  people	
  to	
  cross	
  because	
  there	
  is	
  no	
  fence.	
  
With	
  32	
  fast	
  trains	
  per	
  day,	
  more	
  people	
  will	
  be	
  injured	
  or	
  killed	
  when	
  they	
  try	
  to	
  walk	
  over	
  the	
  tracks	
  in	
  these	
  areas.	
  
	
  
Please	
  do	
  not	
  allow	
  All	
  Aboard	
  Florida	
  to	
  run	
  on	
  tracks	
  through	
  the	
  downtowns	
  of	
  the	
  Treasure	
  Coast!	
  And	
  please	
  do	
  not	
  
give	
  them	
  a	
  loan	
  of	
  any	
  amount.	
  	
   	
  


1Table	
  5.1.2-­‐1	
  
25.1.2.1	
  
3p.	
  S-­‐5	
  
4p.	
  S-­‐17	
  
5Table	
  5.1.3-­‐3	
  
65.1.3.2	
  
7p.	
  S-­‐8	
  
8p.	
  S-­‐5	
  
95.4.4	
  
10Table	
  4.4.4-­‐1	
  
114.4.4-­‐4	
  


Sincerely,	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Louise	
  T.	
  Cunha	
  












From: Christine Moriarty
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposed to All Aboard Florida
Date: Thursday, October 30, 2014 1:20:39 PM

To whom it may concern at All Aboard Florida:

I am opposed and very concerned about the impact of the trains coming through the
 Stuart, Fl. area.  The rail line goes right through our town, with the hospital being on
 the eastern side along the water.  

There are freight trains that pass through on a daily basis that cause quite a back up
 every time they pass through but are usually only twice a day.  The numerous
 proposed trips with All About Florida will really cause severe congestion.  My biggest
 concern is the emergency vehicles trying to get to the hospital and/or physicians
 offices.  Not to mention the loss of business to the restaurants and stores near by.

I would hope that you understand these concerns, as I am sure you would not care to
 have your loved one in an ambulance, waiting for a train to pass and traffic to clear,
 when every minute counts.

Thank you and please take into account the personal impact this will have on so
 many people.

Christine Moriarty
Palm City, Fl.

mailto:chrisnorm2045@yahoo.com
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From: Mike Boguth
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposed to All Aboard Florida
Date: Friday, October 31, 2014 7:17:38 AM

Dear Sirs:
The plan to run a high number of trains up the east coast of Florida is a plan that should not receive any financial
 loans or any other assistance from public funds.  Nor should it receive authorization or approval from the Federal
 Railroad Assoc. 
The negative effects on the populations of the many large towns along the route should be enough to stop this
 project.  If the need is that great in the future for moving people, and freight, which is rarely talked about, then the
 companies will find a way to put a plan together to use tracks further west away from large population areas.
Don't allow AAF to turn the many towns along the east coast into slowly dying communities.  That is exactly what
 will happen if allowed to proceed as businesses struggle and eventually fail, and home values slowly drop over the
 coming years.
Sincerely,
Michael Boguth
1357 NE Ocean Blvd. #301
Stuart, FL. 34996

Sent from my iPad

mailto:mboguth1@gmail.com
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From: bosdan02@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposed to All Aboard Florida
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 4:36:37 PM

To: John Winkle, FRA
 
Hi John,
 
As a resident of Stuart, FL, I am opposed to All Aboard Florida for the following reasons:
 
1) Safety: a) There are approximately 350 at grade crossings between Miami and Orlando, a distance of
 235 miles.  Very few of these will be sealed corridors.  By comparison, Amtrak from Boston to
 Washington, DC, a distance of 400 miles, has only 11 at rail crossings; b) Delays to first responders due
 to increased freight traffic and AAF passenger trains.
2) Navigation and Marine Industry: a) Navigation via the Roosevelt Railroad Bridge will be greatly
 diminished by running several additional freight trains plus the AAF passenger trains, b) first responders
 in the Tequesta area must rely on the railroad bridges being up to access emergencies west of the
 tracks...Tequesta Mayor Abbey Brennan has voiced this concern many times.
3) Negative impact on endangered, threatened and vulnerable species: a) All three categories of species
 exist in the Jonathan Dickenson State Park.  AAF plans to triple-track with in the State Park.
4) Property values: a) The property values of homes west of the RR tracks in Stuart are already
 decreasing; b) Prospective home buyers who are also boaters are reluctant to look at properties west of
 the tracks.
5) Downtown Stuart: a) Downtown Stuart has seen a resurgence over the past few years.  AAF higher-
speed passenger trains and increased FECR freight trains will reverse this trend.  Who wants to eat
 outside at the Gafford, or Luna restaurant while a passenger train is whizzing by at 80 to 100mph?
 
Based on the five aforementioned impacts, the overall quality of life will be diminished in Stuart.
 
Thank you,
 
Daniel J. McAuliffe
1950 SW Palm City Road
Stuart, FL  34994
 

mailto:bosdan02@aol.com
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From: William Wink
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposed to All Aboard Florida
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 7:14:33 AM

Dear Mr. Winkle,
My family of four is opposed to the development of All Aboard Florida. After studying this issue for several weeks,
 I have concluded this rail service will degrade our quality of life along with many people living in coastal south
 Florida.
Please do NOT start this railroad project.
Thank you.
William Wink. (Florida resident for 61 years.)
355 S. Ocean Drive
Fort Pierce, Fl. 34949
772 216. 3999

Sent from my iPad

________________________________

Disclaimer -

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for %[]To and Cc: (name)[]%. If
 you are not the named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute, copy or alter this email. Any views or
 opinions presented in this email are solely those of the author and might not represent those of Carter Healthcare,
 Inc. WARNING: Although Carter Healthcare, Inc has taken reasonable precautions to ensure no viruses are present
 in this email, the company cannot accept responsibility for any loss or damage arising from the use of this email or
 attachments.

mailto:wwink@carterhealthcare.com
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From: sphoskins@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposed to All Aboard Florida
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 8:18:37 AM

    Our family has lived on the same piece of property in St. Lucie Village for over one hundred years.  The
 All Aboard Florida project will have a huge negative impact on our property and quality of life.  The three
 rail lines proposed  to run through St. Lucie Village will essentially cut St. Lucie Village off from the rest of
 the area with thirty-two passenger trains a day and long freight trains presumably using the third rail
 every day.  Anyone coming into the Village or leaving the Village must cross over the railroad tracks.
    We also own a business in downtown Fort Pierce.  The thirty-two trains running down the middle of
 downtown daily will create a frustrating nightmare for our clients and probably will cause some clients to
 stop coming downtown.
    We are adamantly opposed to All Aboard Florida.
 
Steve and Beth Hoskins

mailto:sphoskins@aol.com
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From: stardust-v42@juno.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposed to All Aboard Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 12:26:26 PM

I (an my husband), residents of Vero Beach, Fl are greatly opposed to the planned All Aboard
 Florida. We do not believe that adequate consideration was given to the alternate routes that
 would move the track West of the cities of Stuart, Port St Lucie, Fort Pierce, Vero Beach and
 Sebastian. We believe that the Environmental Impact Statement is grossly deficient in it's
 assessment that there would be minimal impact in traversing the downtown infrastructure in
 these cities, to say nothing about the property value losses that will occur for so, so  many
 people. Moving the track West would greatly mitigate the impact. Of course, with the hiring
 of the  consulting firm that did the EIS by AAF, we do not expect any fair representation of
 the actual facts. The FRA should be ashamed of projecting this EIS as a fair analysis. Just
 follow the money as they say.
 
Further, the huge number of at-grade crossings on the proposed route is just ludicrous.
 (something like 11,000 crossings per day!!). And with the inevitable addition of more and
 more freight trains, the delay at crossings will only get worse. How many emergency vehicle
 crossings are projected to be delayed with the planned route vs moving the route West away
 from populated areas?
 
And the nautical impact is also not fair to a large segment of the population in this area that do
 recreational boating, especially in the Stuart area. The US Coast Guard should be taking a
 positive stand against more bridge opening delays.
 
I do not believe that adequate consideration was given in the EIS to endangered species, for
 example the Scrub Jay.
 
 
Sincerely
 
Susan Stockman
7300 20th Street
Vero Beach, Fl 32966

____________________________________________________________
Apple's Crazy New Gizmo
Forget the iPhone 6. Next hit Apple product leaked. (see picture)
fool.com
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http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3142/547f479f6d40e479f5a29st04vuc
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3142/547f479f6d40e479f5a29st04vuc
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3142/547f479f6d40e479f5a29st04vuc


From: Kate
To: john.wrinkle@dot.gov
Subject: Opposed to All Aboard Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 5:39:30 PM

As residents of Hobe Sound, Florida, we are very opposed to the increased railroad traffic that All Aboard Florida
 would bring to our community. There will be no benefit to Hobe Sound, and in fact, it will negatively impact all the
 businesses along Old Dixie Highway. Ambulances and Fire engines may have to wait life-threatening minutes to
 reach our homes. This Railroad should go west of our communities. There is too much danger involved in bringing
 so many high-speed trains and extra freight trains through Hobe Sound. Katharine Miller and William Miller, 103
 River Rd., Hobe Sound, FL 33455

mailto:katmill@ix.netcom.com
mailto:john.wrinkle@dot.gov


From: Katherine Miller
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposed to All Aboard Florida
Date: Saturday, October 25, 2014 4:36:37 PM

As a residents of Jupiter Island, trying to get to the mainland, we frequently wait for the draw bridge while boats go
 through. We wait for about 27 freight trains a day. With All aboard Florida we will wait for an additional 32
 passenger trains. While this is a major problem for those of us living on Jupiter Island, a more serious and life
 threatening issue is the inability of emergency services to get to and from the Island. Do not allow this to happen!
 For All Aboard Fla to be a reasonable transportation option, tracks must be built further west so they do not
 endanger cities along the coast. Katharine and William Miller, 103 River Rd, Hobe Sound, FL 33455

mailto:katmill@ix.netcom.com
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From: mesmac@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: mesmac
Subject: opposed to All Aboard Florida
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 8:39:44 PM

For the good people of the Treasure Coast,  All Aboard Florida is a really, really BAD idea on so many levels.

The railroad company planned this in secret for years, then spend months trying to 'hookwink' us into thinking this is all about passenger service.  They think we are stupid.  Actually, we care
 very much about our towns and the quality of life we enjoy now which is why we are so opposed to this dangerous and disasterous project.

A recent guest column by Richard Geisinger Jr in the Stuart Times tells more eloquently than I can express many of the issues of grave concern to the Treasure Coast.  It follows below.

mailto:mesmac@comcast.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
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Thank you,

Mildred S. MacKenzie
4151 SE Paul Terrace
Stuart FL 34997
 



From: sdurjan
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: OPPOSED TO ALL ABOARD FLORIDA
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 10:53:10 AM

This project is being shoved down our throats against our will! Our historic downtown
 is within 100 feet of the FECR tracks! Our community hospital is located on the
 waterfront downtown and must be accessed by crossing the tracks! This will be
 disastrous trying to get critically ill and injured people to the hospital quickly. My
 husband is a retired Lt.firefighter with MCFR, I am a critical care nurse. This will cost
 lives!  We have a large population of boating and fishing enthusiasts, including
 commercial fishing that will be affected by the train draw bridge going up all day
 long! 
I would beg you to please not destroy our community and negatively affect us in so
 many ways! 

Sincerely, 
Susan Durjan
Palm City, FL

 
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE
Room W38-311
Washington, DC 20590

Re: All Aboard Florida Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f)
 Evaluation

Dear Mr. Winkle:

The Guardians of Martin County, Inc., a 501(c)(3) organization which has promoted a
 safe and healthy environment and the unique quality of life for Martin County
 residents for more than a decade, objects to the All Aboard Florida (AAF) high speed
 rail project as currently proposed and configured and submits comments with respect
 to the following categories evaluated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
 (DEIS): Communities and Demographics (Social and Economic Community
 Impacts), Economic Conditions, Environmental Justice, Navigation, Public Health &
 Safety, Threatened and Endangered Species, Wetlands and Water Resources.

Introduction

Martin County is located within the North-South Corridor (N-S Corridor) identified on
 Page 4-1 of the DEIS. The County is located approximately 40 miles north of West
 Palm Beach and has an estimated population of 151,263 based on 2013 U.S.
 Census Bureau projections.

mailto:sdurjan@bellsouth.net
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Since there are no station stops planned between West Palm Beach and Orlando,
 Martin County residents will gain no benefits from 32 new trains a day traveling at
 high speed through our community (along with an additional 12 to 14 freight trains).
 AAF will cause economic harm and create safety, environmental, noise, and
 navigation hazards that Martin County residents do not currently face.

The stated purpose of the Environmental Impact Statement is to “disclose the
 environmental consequences” of the proposed AAF project “and to inform decision-
makers and the public of any reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize
 adverse impacts to the natural or human environment.” The Draft EIS that was
 drafted by consultants who were paid by AAF fails to serve this purpose. It contains
 inadequate, incomplete, and inaccurate information that must be supplemented and
 corrected before decision-makers and the public may fully evaluate the impacts of
 the proposed AAF project.

Communities and Demographics (Social and Economic Community Impacts)

AAF will have serious negative social and economic community impacts within Martin
 County.

Incredibly, the DEIS completely omits Martin County and two incorporated
 municipalities which are crossed by the project in its discussion of Communities and
 Demographics. (DEIS 4-103 through 4-105).

The City of Stuart, which is the County’s largest incorporated municipality (pop. est.
 15,975) and is the County Seat for Martin County, is not mentioned in the DEIS
 report of impacts of the project on municipalities, although there are 10 at grade
 crossings in the city. The Town of Ocean Breeze, also an incorporated municipality
 within Martin County (pop. est. 463) which, like the City of Stuart, is literally bisected
 by the project, has also been omitted.

Many of the City’s cultural resources, including the historic Lyric Theater, which is
 listed on the National Register of Historic Places, and the Stuart Heritage Museum
 are within 100 feet of the FECR tracks.

Comments submitted by the City of Stuart and Martin County address these issues in
 detail.

The Guardians of Martin County question the viability of the DEIS evaluation of
 Communities and Demographics affected by the AAF project when the largest
 incorporated municipality in the County and, in fact, all of Martin County is glaringly
 absent from the examination of these issues. The omission of Martin County, the City
 of Stuart, and the Town of Ocean Breeze from the DEIS evaluation of Communities
 and Demographics raises serious concerns about the thoroughness and veracity of
 the entire proposed EIS.

Another glaringly false and absurd statement with respect to the impact of the project
 on communities is the assurance in the DEIS that AAF “would benefit elderly and
 handicapped individuals by providing a transportation option that will enhance



 mobility and livability in their communities.” (DEIS 5-135)

Martin County has the highest percentage of elderly residents (28.9%) of any
 community within the N-S Corridor. Without any stops in Martin County, there is not a
 single “transportation option” provided by AAF to elderly and handicapped
 individuals. AAF not only fails to “enhance mobility and livability” in Martin County
 communities for elderly and handicapped residents, the project promises severe
 disruption to communities in which the elderly and handicapped reside and poses
 potential life-threatening risks.

Economic Conditions

Because the AAF project literally divides Martin County into two sections – that
 section east of the FECR tracks and that section west of the tracks – the project
 creates a severe threat to the economic survival of small businesses that rely on
 customers to cross the tracks for access.

Numerous small shops, restaurants, plants, groceries, and other business outlets are
 located adjacent to or near the FECR tracks. Fast and safe access across the tracks
 is not assured by the project, threatening the customer base of many of these small
 businesses, especially in the unincorporated areas of Port Salerno, Hobe Sound,
 Golden Gate and Jensen Beach and the incorporated municipality of Stuart, which
 encompasses the minority community of East Stuart.

Martin County has five “community redevelopment areas” (CRAs) which will be
 impacted by the project. None of the CRAs are identified or discussed in the DEIS.
 The Jensen Beach, Rio, Golden Gate, Port Salerno and Hobe Sound CRAs all are
 adjacent to or bisected by the FECR tracks. CRAs are statutorily created areas
 designed to eliminate blight, provide affordable housing, and generate economic
 development and stability within the communities where they are established. The
 DEIS fails to consider the project’s negative impacts to Martin County’s CRAs, such
 as the effect of lower property values caused by AAF on the Tax Increment
 Financing methodology that is used to finance and maintain CRA operations.

The economic benefits of the project touted by the DEIS are limited to temporary
 construction work in creating new infrastructure in Martin County.

The DEIS analysis that no job loss or neighborhood fragmentation will result from the
 project (DEIS S-17) is not borne out by the experience of small business owners and
 residents in the project area, especially those adjacent to or in close proximity to the
 FECR tracks.

Severe economic damage to existing small businesses will be long-lasting or
 permanent. It is likely some will not survive the onslaught of increased train traffic
 that will block access to their businesses and create hazardous conditions for their
 customers trying to cross the tracks.

Environmental Justice



The DEIS fails to identify, quantify, or describe minority and low-income populations
 in Martin County that are disproportionately impacted by the negative impacts of the
 AAF project.

The County’s minority and low-income populations are, as in many other
 communities, situated closest to the project and are frequently bisected by the FECR
 tracks.

The East Stuart community within the City of Stuart is historically African-American.
 East Stuart hosts two at grade crossings – at Florida Street and A1A (Dixie Highway)
 and at Decker and A1A. The tracks separate a densely populated residential area
 from the commercial area, and it is common for residents – especially children – to
 walk or ride their bikes across the tracks several times a day. One of the most
 beloved and utilized organizations within the East Stuart community, the Gertrude
 Walden Child Care Center, which provides services for low-income and minority
 parents and children, is located in the immediate vicinity of the project.

Similar situations exist in the Port Salerno, Hobe Sound and Golden Gate, where
 public schools, athletic fields, parks and youth centers such as the Boys and Girls’
 Club are located in close proximity to the project. These communities have a high
 level of minority residents and businesses who are disproportionately impacted by
 the project, which does not directly impact the more affluent communities within the
 County which are not located as near the FECR tracks.

Among the negative effects of AAF on communities with higher percentages of low-
income, minority, and elderly residents is the certainty that delay will be encountered
 by emergency vehicles crossing the FECR tracks to access emergency medical
 care.

Martin Memorial Medical Center, the largest medical care provider in Martin County
 (and also one of the largest employers in the County), has submitted comments
 objecting to the project noting that emergency responders throughout Martin County
 already “face a unique burden from existing freight traffic” on the “rail line [which]
 slices through the center of” the community.

Where the elderly and the very young live and congregate near the FECR tracks, the
 emergency access burden is of special concern and likely to result in tragic
 consequences. As the CEO of Martin Memorial Medical Center noted, even if delays
 caused by increased train traffic at crossings throughout the community are brief,
 “seconds can truly mean the difference between life and death.”

In low-income and minority communities, foot and bicycle traffic across the railroad
 tracks is common and presents additional disproportionate dangers to these
 residents.

Property values in lower-income areas are already depressed and will be further
 depressed by the proximity of the project. Noise and vibration from increased train
 traffic will disproportionately impact low-income and minority communities located
 closest to the FECR tracks.



Navigation

Numerous comments have been submitted regarding the serious negative impacts to
 navigation caused by the project and the failure of the DEIS to adequately and
 accurately address these concerns. The Guardians of Martin County, Inc., joins the
 marine industry, local governments, and boaters throughout the County in objecting
 to the project as it relates to navigation.

The information contained in the DEIS is indisputably inaccurate with respect to the
 number of vessels which pass through the St. Lucie River bridge. Comments
 submitted by Martin County include accurate counts of vessels passing through the
 bridge during the week and on weekends, reflecting more than twice as many
 vessels as the DEIS estimates.

Delays in allowing marine traffic to navigate through the St. Lucie River bridge
 opening will affect boater safety as well as property values for waterfront properties
 that lie to the west of the bridge. Commercial marinas and docks that require boaters
 to navigate through the bridge with longer and more frequent closures also will be
 severely impacted by the project.

Public Health & Safety

The DEIS fails to acknowledge that Fire Rescue and evacuation routes will be
 hampered by the project throughout Martin County.

Even in more affluent communities such as Jupiter Island and Sewall’s Point, there
 will be increased delays in the ability of emergency responders to reach the medical
 center located across the FECR tracks. Both the City of Stuart and Martin County,
 which contracts with other municipalities to provide fire rescue services, project
 serious increases in emergency response times due to increased train traffic and
 crossing closures.

Delays of as much as an additional 45 minutes are projected for evacuation in the
 event of an emergency at the St. Lucie Nuclear Power Plant on Hutchinson Island
 just north of Martin County. All evacuation routes are crossed by FECR tracks. In the
 event of other emergencies or weather events that require evacuation, increased
 train traffic will generate still more delays.

Pedestrian crossings which are frequently used throughout the County, especially in
 low-income and minority areas, will be even more dangerous with not only a higher
 number of trains on the tracks each day but increased speed of approaching trains.
 Pedestrians used to gauging the time available to cross the tracks based on the
 slower speed of freight trains will face significantly less crossing time with high-speed
 passenger trains approaching.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The DEIS discounts any impacts to threatened and endangered species and
 inaccurately states that no such species will be affected by the project.



The project passes through Jonathan Dickinson State Park (JDSP) in Martin County,
 which is the site of a number of resources which are not even mentioned in the DEIS.
 The Florida Division of Recreation and Parks (DRP) has submitted comments
 identifying species which will likely be impacted, such as perforated reindeer lichen
 ( Cladonia perforata ) located within the right-of-way and Curtiss’ milkweed
 ( Asclepias curtissi).

The Division notes that the federally protected eastern indigo snake has habitat within
 the N-S Corridor that will be impacted, as well as the Florida scrub jay, gopher
 tortoise, gopher frog, and Florida mouse. The gopher frog is especially likely to cross
 back and forth across the tracks in the park to travel between scrub habitat and
 wetlands breeding grounds.

Expansion of the tracks through JDSP will impact Florida scrub jay habitat as well as
 gopher tortoise on site.

More frequent closings of the rail crossing within JDSP will have severe negative
 impacts since the park has only one public access road. Emergency vehicles,
 campers, and day visitors could be trapped in the western part of the park during
 closures.

The DPR has submitted extensive and detailed comments addressing these issues.

Wetlands and Water Resources

As with other environmental impacts, the DEIS minimizes damage to wetlands and
 water resources resulting from the proposed project.

Comments submitted by Martin County detail serious concerns, including potential
 impacts to the Northwest Fork of the Loxahatchee River, which is federally
 designated as a Wild and Scenic River. The DEIS brushes off such concerns,
 suggesting that the lack of proximity to the FECR tracks eliminates or minimizes
 them. The entire Loxahatchee River watershed is a significant ecological complex,
 however, that provides unique habitat for endangered, threatened and migratory
 birds that travel throughout the area, including within the right-of-way.

Overall impacts to wetlands throughout the project area have not been quantified or
 addressed by the DEIS, which discusses mitigation of these impacts without
 acknowledging Martin County’s special protections for all wetlands. Insufficient data
 is provided for an accurate evaluation of the project’s wetlands impacts.

Impacts to water resources are being considered by the U.S. Army Corps of
 Engineers; however, the Corps has yet to schedule public hearings which have been
 requested by the Guardians of Martin County, Inc., as well as Martin County and
 other governmental agencies.

It is inevitable that impacts to manatee, protected seagrasses, and other marine life
 will be severe as a result of increased train traffic resulting in increased bridge



 closures producing more vessels queuing up to navigate through the bridge.

Conclusion

The DEIS failed to objectively and fairly evaluate the CSX Route Alternative (DEIS
 Figure 3.2-1), which would avoid most if not all of the negative impacts to Martin
 County residents and communities. The AAF-paid consultants simply rejected the
 CSX Route Alternative out-of-hand, citing speculative issues such as “the risk that
 CSX would not be willing to enter into” a shared use agreement for existing
 infrastructure and unsupported conclusions such as the CSX Route Alternative
 poses “the highest potential adverse direct and indirect impacts to wetlands and
 protected species.” (DEIS 3-7)
The Guardians of Martin County, Inc., strongly opposes the AAF project as proposed.
 The DEIS is replete with inaccurate, out-dated, speculative, and subjective material
 that appears to have been deliberately skewed by the drafters to support an
 unsustainable, critically flawed project.

The Guardians advocates consistency with the Martin County Comprehensive Growth
 Management Plan in all development throughout the County. The DEIS inaccurately
 states that the Plan was prepared by the Martin County “Division of Community
 Planning.” (DEIS 4-4) There is no such agency within Martin County government.
 The Plan was prepared by the Martin County Growth Management Department.

Please insist that the final EIS be delayed until supplemental and accurate
 information is provided that truly reflects the AAF project’s impacts on the population
 and communities along the projected route.

Sincerely,

Peter H. Conze, Jr., President
The Guardians of Martin County, Inc.
www.theguardiansofmartincounty.com
Prepared by Virginia P. Sherlock, Esq.
Counsel to The Guardians of Martin County, Inc.

http://www.theguardiansofmartincounty.org/


From: Matt Huey
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposed To All Aboard Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 7:48:11 PM

I would like to voice my opposition to the plans of All Aboard Florida to implement high
 speed rail service along the east coast of Florida.  

This service will be a disruption to communities.

Orlando to Miami high speed rail, if implemented, would be much better served by utilizing
 Florida Turnpike and/or I-95 rights-of-way.

I also believe the review process has been skewed in the favor of All Aboard Florida.

Sincerely,
James Huey
2025 Buena Vista Blvd.
Vero Beach Fl 32960

mailto:jmatthuey@gmail.com
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From: Marina Stenhoj
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposed to High Speed Passenger Train Service
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 3:09:22 PM

Attn: John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Ave. S.E.
Room W38-31
Washington, DC 20590
 
 
To Whom it may concern,
 
I wish to voice my opposition to the planned high speed train which will travel through Stuart 32
 times daily on its way between Miami and Orlando.
 
All Aboard Florida have announced that they wish to use the existing track and travel straight
 through downtown Stuart.  The negative impact at the rail crossings will be substantial, and I
 anticipate traffic tie-ups and gridlock all through the Treasure Coast as a result of the closings.
 
The speed at which the trains will travel is also a great concern.  I do not believe that AAF will be able
 to secure the tracks sufficiently, and I fear for the safety of both people and animals.
 
The repeated closings of the Roosevelt rail bridge across the St. Lucie river is yet another issue. 
 Boaters will be allowed very little time during which to pass through the bridge, and this will
 negatively impact the marine industry as well as the property values for both private homes and
 businesses.
 
I fail to see any positive effects of the passenger trains.  I question that the service will see sufficient
 ridership to make it a profitable undertaking.  I do not know of any other passenger train operation
 that is profitable.  On the contrary, I'm aware of many that run at a loss. 
 
Suppose that someone did ride the train between Miami and Orlando.  What will this passenger do
 once he or she reaches the destination? The infrastructure is not ready for this project and people
 will get "stranded" at the end stations, and will end up renting a car anyway to venture out from the
 station.  I also believe that most passengers would find it cheaper to rent a car and not use the train,
 based on the rates published in the local papers. If you are just a few people traveling together,
 taking the train will be substantially more expensive than driving yourself, or renting a car.
 
My husband and I have lived in Stuart for the last 15 years, and we love this community.  We fear
 that our town will be "cut in half" by the train.  The emergency response time is a great worry in
 light of the many gate closings.  We are currently discussing if it is best to sell our home now, or risk
 a decline in property value, which, we are certain, will happen once the quality of small town living
 will be destroyed by the trains.
 

mailto:marina@bait-stik.com
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For me to support a passenger train connection, it would have to be moved west, either to run on
 the existing westerly track or on a newly built western track.
 
I am a believer in public transportation, however I cannot see the benefit of this project.  The
 passenger trains will disrupt the lives of the Treasure Coast residents and cause severe traffic issues,
 both on land and on water.
 
Please do not bring the passenger trains through downtown, but move them west to sparsely
 populated land, if such an operation is to be considered.
 
I thank you for reading my comments with an open mind, and with consideration for the damage
 you risk causing by forcing this upon us.
 
Sincerely,
 

Marina Stenhoj
DANCO SPORTS, INC.
106 Hillcrest Drive
Stuart, FL 34996
 
772-219-2570 TEL
772-334-4196 FAX
772-475-4752 CELL
 



From: Peter Sarasek
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Cc: plynch300@gmail.com
Subject: Opposed to High Speed Trains along US1 on the Treasure Coast of Florida
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 9:44:49 PM

We are full-time residents and taxpayers of Indian River County.  We are writing to  urge the
 Federal Railroad Administration to more fully evaluate the impact of high speed trains in excess
 of 100 mph barreling down unprotected tracks of the Florida East Coast Railway in communities
 located along the Treasure Coast.  We regularly travel through our hometown of Vero Beach, and
 neighboring Sebastian, and we further travel regularly through Melbourne.  All of these cities
 have large populations, with much traffic regularly crossing the FEC Rwy tracks. Encouraging
 FEC Rwy with public funding to run its high speed passenger trains along this route makes no
 sense, and will result in many future casualties. If a car crossing the tracks does not collide with
 these trains, surely individuals walking along the tracks will meet that fate.

We urge the Federal Railroad Commission to instead require, as a condition to any public
 financial assistance to FEC Rwy, that Florida East Coast Railway run its trains along the current
 freight tracks located in unpopulated areas in Indian River County along I-95 and the Florida
 Turnpike, instead of along US 1 through highly populated communities.  We believe the impact
 study commissioned by FEC Rwy for this high-speed train project is deficient in that (1) it does
 not attempt to evaluate the impact of these trains upon the densely-populated areas of Indian
 River County (including Fort Pierce, Vero Beach, and Sebastian, in particular), (2) it does not
 evaluate any safety issues or crossing upgrades that should be required for this type of project,
 (3) it does not comment on the delays to medical vehicles traveling to Indian River Medical
 Center or Sebastian River Medical Center which will need to wait for trains to pass before they
 can cross the tracks safely, and (4) it is silent about the additional noise that will affect the
 population of this already congested area.

We are adamantly opposed to this project, to the extent  it would run though populated areas of
 eastern Indian River County, instead of unpopulated areas of western Indian River County.

Peter A. Sarasek  
Peggy A. Lynch
1233 W Island Club Square
Vero Beach, Florida 32963

mailto:psarasek@sbcglobal.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
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From: STINEGOLF@aol.com
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposed to the All Aboard trains
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 8:31:50 AM

Please take into account the overwhelming impact, inconvenience and likely tragedies that will occur with
 the All Aboard.
 
Please take into account if you lived in one of the communities that will have to endure all these trains on
 a daily basis.
 
Please take into account the noise and pollution these trains will cause.
 
Please take into account the delay of emergency vehicles waiting on these trains.
 
Please take into account the communities that will have to be burdened by the trains without having any
 direct benefit.
 
You must listen to the people who are affected by these trains and not just by the people who will profit
 from them.
 
Please STOP the All Aboard trains.
 
Tom and Kate Stine
4702 SE Cheerio Way
Stuart, FL 34997

mailto:STINEGOLF@aol.com
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From: Garrin Evan
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposed! All Aboard Florida
Date: Saturday, October 18, 2014 9:40:33 AM

I'm not at all aboard with All Aboard Florida's rail plan. I live in
Boca Raton, where I am already subject to railroad noise day and night
at Mizner Park.

To think that there will be even more rail traffic - with the
mandatory oncoming train warnings in the middle of the night - isn't
going to help me sleep any better than I am today.

I would like to know how folks like myself are going to benefit from
this project?? I see zero benefit. Keep it out of my neighborhood.

Thanks,
Garrin Hirschhorn
Boca Raton, FL

mailto:garrin@garrinevan.com
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From: Ann Marie
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposing All Aboard Florida
Date: Monday, October 13, 2014 2:13:48 PM

We are against All Aboard Florida here in Sebastian Fl.
 
Why in the world are you people thinking of going through so many towns here on
 the east coast when after you leave West Palm your projected route has only one
 other stop and that is in Orlando.  There are other rail lines that go through the
 central part of Florida that don't affect as many towns so safety, speed, local traffic
 interruptions will not be affected.  We have many children that must walk over
 these rail lines to and from school, not to mention all the fire, police and emergency
 vehicles that have limit options for responding to needs of the town.  The speed
 you are planning on going at is way to high to go through small towns and what
 about the current rails that are here?  We heard that you would need to put in new
 rails that would accommate the train so what happens to all the freight trains that
 currently use our tracks?  Are you suggesting that all the freight companies change
 their trains? 
 
Whoever thought of this idea of using the east coast to get into Orlando is not using
 the brains God has given them.  I guess you can say this is more of a "whose
 pockets get filled" by going via the east coast small towns instead of the safety and
 well fare of the people who live in these areas. 
 
One other question -  how many lives will have to be lost because of your proposed
 train route before anyone realizes that this was a very bad idea?  And don't think
 we don't know who is going to be footing the bill for all your expenses. 
 
How much of your own personal money will be used for your project?  Will it be as
 much as we will be paying?
 
Ann Marie Rimondi
Sebastian Fl

mailto:annmarie.rimondi@aol.com
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From: Laura McBride
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposing increase in trains traveling through Martin County
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 9:29:34 PM

I have owned a home approximately 2 miles north of downtown Stuart and east of US
 Highway 1 since 1989.
I hear and feel the vibration of the current trains traveling through the area even with my
 windows closed. The addition of the "NEW" Roosevelt Bridge has not lessened the back-up
 of traffic on US 1 traveling north or south through the county.  Anytime a train travels
 through town during the day, 7 days a week, everyone attempting to head east from
 US1/Federal Hwy is impacted by stopped traffic flow and backed up turn lanes extending to
 the highway on every street near downtown Stuart. Downtown Stuart is also know for
 "Confusion Corner", where 8 streets intervene the center of which the railroad track run.
 http://www.visitflorida.com/en-us/articles/2014/freelance/downtown-stuart-winston.html
 along with other historic buildings and local theater, shops, restaurants and pedestrian traffic,
 shuttle cars, moped rentals, open air concerts, farmers markets....

The above may seem more of an inconvience to you, the major issue is the fact that the county
 hospital courthouse, police station are all located on the opposite side of the tracks from all
 major roads in the county.
Every person is aware, unless you choose to ignore the health and safety of human life that
 "seconds count" in a medical emergency. I've said countless prayers each time I see an
 ambulance stopped due to a train wondering if the person inside will live due to the delay in
 treatment.
Laura McBride

Laura

mailto:to_laura@icloud.com
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From: gloria.113@comcast.net
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposition comments to AAF Florida East Coast
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 1:09:52 PM
Attachments: AAF November 2014.docx

Attached is letter in opposition to AAF plans to establish a passenger
 service from MIA to MCO
with no benefit to the majority of the territory covered and maximum
 threat to business and residential
life.  We see this as a multi-level threat to the growth and prosperity of
 the Treasure and Space coasts.
Thank you for taking the time to read my letter.  Gloria Neibauer

mailto:gloria.113@comcast.net
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November 7, 2014







Mr. John Winkle

Federal Railroad Administration

1200 New Jersey Ave., SE Room W38-311

Washington, D.C.  20590





RE:  All Aboard Florida Intercity Passenger Rail, DEIS



Dear Mr. Winkle :



I vehemently oppose the development of the All Aboard Florida Intercity Passenger Rail

Project for the following reasons:



1. Safety:  Just from my limited knowledge, there are 4 hospitals that will be cut off

from emergency vehicles by the 49 trains that will be traveling these rails each

Day -  Jupiter Hospital, Jupiter, FL;  Martin Memorial Hospital, Stuart, Fl;  Cape

Canaveral Hospital, Cape Canaveral, Fl;  and Weusthoff Hospital, Rockledge, Fl.

The trains will impede traffic by 7.8 hours just on the weekend, considerably more during the week,  as pointed out at the environmental impact meeting I attended Nov. 6 in Port St. Lucie, Fl. 



This does not even take into account the amount of time that will be curtailed

for marine emergency services with 49 trains passing over bridge openings that

cater to vast marine traffic.  Who is going to take responsibility for the number of lives that are lost due to inability of emergency vehicles to reach hospitals because AAF

needs to get tourists to one of the limited passengers stops they propose.



2. There are 24  existing bridges between Miami and Rte 528 in Brevard County with

4 additional bridges to be built on the Rte 528 corridor to Orlando.  While the

All Aboard Florida operation could lease track from CSX in the central part of the state that would have limited affect on commercial & recreational marine activity and 

limit the safety issues related to hospitals that are cut off by the large increase in

rail traffic, they have chosen to take this passenger train through a heavily trafficked

residential, commercial and popular tourist areas.
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3.  Economic:  The substantial cost  to meet federal regulations for  Quiet Zones

must be met by local governments while, at the same time, these passenger rails

traveling through these areas have the potential to decrease the economic activity of         those traveling by car through our areas.   This would adversely affect restaurants,

hotels, rental cars, service stations, historic venues, recreational sites and retail in general.  Florida businesses are suffering enough without compounding it.







4.  At the meeting last night, AAF was unable to share what they believed to be an

approximation of the cost of this passenger rail service from Miami to Orlando

International Airport.  The response was “we don’t have that information but it will

not be as much as a plane ticket and we hope to be approximately the cost of driving.”

By my calculation, based on a 2-week advance ticket purchase on a plane ticket

from MIA to MCO, the cost would be $305.20 roundtrip.  For a family of 4, the

cost would be $1,220 and would take approximately 3.5 hrs. with airport wait time. 

Transportation at either end must now be considered.



	With a rental car, which provides multiple economic benefit to a vast audience of

businesses along the way, the approximate cost of renting a mid-size car is $127 for a week plus $70 for gas and you have the car for one week and you have transported the family of 4 for a total of $196.  The time involved with a direct drive MIA to MCO is 3hr 27 min.



	In an attempt to compare to an Amtrak route and typical cost, I used the Charlotte to

	Raleigh route.  Keeping in mind that Amtrak is subsidized by the federal government,

this route takes approximate 3 hr 22 min. at a cost of $47.50 one way and $95 roundtrip for a total cost to a family of 4 of $380. Now, you do not have transportation

at either end of the trip.



There is not one thing about this passenger rail service that makes sense to a large majority of residents of Martin, St. Lucie, Indian River or Brevard Counties and, most likely, Palm Beach County.  This creates no economic advantage to our area, creates significant safety issues and creates substantial costs to local governments of all counties impacted wherein we have no say in the matter. This appears on all levels to be an ill-conceived project with benefit not befitting the return.
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If Amtrak must be subsidized by the government, I have seen nothing from AAF to indicate or assure that they will not be the next railroad that will have their hand out to the taxpayers.  They say they have the $1.6 B loan request from the federal government on hold but the people of southern Florida are not convinced that the loan will not go back on the table if this

is approved.	 I see AAF as another Amtrak or Solyndra.





We just cannot afford this poorly developed model which benefits few and creates multiple adverse affects on many. Does it not seem suspect that AAF has completed all the engineering projects, environmental studies have been completed and AAF says they don’t know the approximate cost of a train ticket from Miami to Orlando.  No wonder there is so much opposition.  They provide only the information they deem beneficial and avoid all answers to pointed questions.  



Sincerely,



Gloria Neibauer

1523 SE Prestwick Lane

Port St. Lucie, Fl 34952

321-243-3311

gloria.113@comcast.net





       






   



From: Paul Popson
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposition to AAF Proposal
Date: Sunday, October 26, 2014 4:34:18 PM

   My interest lies in preserving our town and it's life style and to protecting our residents and our environment.  
   The impact statement uses phases such as " would result in some degradation", vibration events "(approximately
 doubling)",  reducing noise "in comparison" to "the No-Action Alternative".  These are not favorable comments. 
 Nor do they favor the projects implementation. 
    Furthermore, delays at crossings and the movable bridges over navigable waters, " Under all Action Alternatives",
 "would be closed more frequently".   
   While the FRA is committed to ensuring compliance with federal standards and regulations it also has the
 obligation to protect the public from projects which will have adverse affects on the safety and wellbeing of the
 general population.
    It is clear that the Environmental Impact Statement confirms the concerns of those opposing the All Aboard
 Florida proposal and for this reason alone should result in it's denial.
    Alternatives exist west of the N-S Corridor that would provide the positive impacts to State, Local and Federal
 economies without endangering the environment, public and current growth initiatives already underway.  
    Respectfully Submitted,    Paul D. Popson 415 NW North River Drive Unit 201 Stuart, FL 34994

mailto:pdpop1312@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment


From: George Hamaty
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposition to AAF
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 9:22:45 AM

I fully support the need for a train route from Miami to Orlando . However , the route chosen
 is fraught with problems . Rather than to enumerate the ones that have already been stated I
 would simply like to detail one . If an accident were to occur dealing with children the
 company would be hit by lawsuits that could potentially shut the system down . The press
 coverage alone could be something you would never recover from . The financial penalties 
 handed down from lawsuits would bankrupt the railroad . At issue would be using tracks that
 were 110 years old to carry 21st century trains speeding up to 100 plus miles per hour . This
 all occurring while traveling through populated areas . Several of these locales being located
 in low income areas . The most compelling argument put forth by attorneys for various
 plantiffs would be that there were alternatives routes that were passed over that could have
 easily accommodated  the route to Orlando . Each day these trains run you will be left holding
 your breath waiting to see if a horrible accident happens . What a way for a company to have
 to operate . For the well being of all I implore you to consider a route to the west of the
 proposed one .

mailto:ghamaty@live.com
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From: Richard & Sandra Wallace
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposition to All Aboard Florida Intercity Passenger Rail
Date: Saturday, November 8, 2014 5:11:38 AM

November 8, 2014

 

Mr. John Winkle

Federal Railroad Administration

1200 New Jersey Ave, SE, Room W38-311

Washington, D.C.  20590

 

RE:  All Aboard Florida Intercity Passenger Rail, DEIS

 

Dear Mr. Winkle:

 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the development of the proposed All
 Aboard Florida Intercity Passenger Rail Project for the following reasons:

 

1.      Safety: As pointed out at the environmental impact meeting on Nov. 6 in Port St.
 Lucie, Fl., there are 4 hospitals that will be cut off from emergency vehicles by the 49
 trains that will be traveling these rails each day -  Jupiter Hospital, Jupiter, FL;  Martin
 Memorial Hospital, Stuart, Fl;  Cape Canaveral Hospital, Cape Canaveral, Fl;  and
 Weusthoff Hospital, Rockledge, Fl. It was projected that the trains will impede traffic by
 7.8 hours just on the weekend, considerably more during the week. In addition marine
 emergency services will be impacted by those 49 trains passing over bridge openings.
 The environmental impact study does not adequately weigh the cost of human lives and
 impact on emergency services against tourism benefits. 

2.      Impact on the Communities : There are 24  existing bridges between Miami
 and Rte 528 in Brevard County with 4 additional bridges to be built on the Rte
 528 corridor to Orlando.  While the All Aboard Florida operation could lease
 track from CSX in the central part of the state that would have limited effect on
 commercial & recreational marine activity and limit the safety issues related to
 hospitals, they have chosen to take this passenger train through a heavily
 trafficked residential, commercial and popular tourist areas.
3.       Economic:  The substantial cost  to meet federal regulations for  Quiet Zones

must be met by local governments while, at the same time, these passenger rails
traveling through these areas will decrease the economic activity from those
 currently  traveling by car through our areas.   This would adversely affect
 restaurants, hotels, rental cars, service stations, historic venues, recreational sites

mailto:nimzane@gmail.com
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 and retail in general.

       4.  Value : At the meeting last night, AAF was unable to share what they believed to
 be an approximation of the cost of this passenger rail service from Miami to Orlando
 International Airport.  The response was “we don’t have that information but it will not
 be as much as a plane ticket and we hope to be approximately the cost of driving.” Until
 the cost is fully weighed against benefit this project should not be allowed to progress.

           

 

           

 

There is not one thing about this passenger rail service that makes sense to a large
 majority of residents of Martin, St. Lucie, Indian River or Brevard Counties and, most
 likely, Palm Beach County.  This creates no economic advantage to our area, creates
 significant safety issues and creates substantial costs to local governments of all counties
 impacted wherein we have no say in the matter. This appears on all levels to be an ill-
conceived project with benefit not befitting the return.

 

These environmental impacts can be mitigated by running the tracks west of the
 communities of the Treasure Coast

 

We just cannot afford this poorly developed model which benefits few and creates
 multiple adverse affects on many.

 

Sincerely, 

 

Richard Wallace

1578 SE Ballantrae Court

Port St Lucie, Florida 34952

 
 

   



From: Brittanie Ockerhausen
To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Opposition to All Aboard Florida proposal
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 10:44:44 PM

Dear Federal Railroad Administration,

I am writing to express my opposition and objection to the current All Aboard Florida plan to run a passenger train
 service from Miami to Orlando along the Florida East Coast (FEC) railway lines.

The current plan expresses a blatant disregard for the negative impact that will be felt by the numerous local
 communities through which the trains will be traveling.  The FEC lines run close to the coast south from Brevard
 county.  The population of Florida congregates along the coast to appreciate the coastal breeze, access to the water
 and enjoy the environment.  The increased passenger trains will result in traffic delays for residents and delays in
 deliveries for local commerce. The noise impact to local residential communities will result in a decrease in
 property values and quality of life.  In addition, there will be negative impacts on the marine industry due to the
 numerous bridge closures that will delay marine traffic which is a vital industry and tourist draw for the state.

The FEC lines were laid during the early 1900s.  The purpose was to develop commerce and provide transportation.
 However, at the time, the population of the state was nowhere near the population currently living along those same
 tracks over 100 yrs later. The population along the coast has exponentially expanded during the past 100 yrs.
The current proposal has not factored in these changes. The residential communities of Florida have grown along the
 coast. The number of people who will have convenient access to use the proposed train service is small in
 comparison to the large number of residents who will be negatively impacted by the trains yet unable to benefit
 from the service.

New transportation infrastructure is needed in a state which lacks mass transit systems. The idea of providing a
 bullet train service to expedite travel is welcome because time is a major factor in everyone's life.  However, the
 transportation should be built further inland outside of residential communities near existing expressways such as I-
95 or the Florida Turnpike. Emergency mass transit should be a consideration and be available during times when
 residents are being threatened by the impacts of potential hurricanes. If a route is too close to the water impending
 hurricanes would hinder rail service during times of emergency and evacuation.  Finally, foresight should be
 exercised in consideration of accommodating future expansion to add additional stops, add vehicle parking for
 passengers who would use the train and increase overall access for more residents.

Mass public transportation is needed. However, it is not beneficial if it negatively impacts the local communities
 which would have to tolerate numerous inconveniences and not be able to benefit from the service. I ask you to
 reject the All Aboard Florida proposal to implement a passenger train service along the Florida East Coast Railway
 lines.

Sincerely,
Brittanie E. Ockerhausen
Treasure Coast resident
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